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CURRENT TOPICS, 


Tue Business before the Court of Appeal appears to be in a very 
satisfactory condition. There were 215 appeals in the printed list 
at the commencement of the sittings, and 117 have been set down 
since. Of these appeals 131 have been disposed of, 23 have been 
withdrawn, and 15 stand over generally. There are, therefore, at 
present, only 163 appeals awaiting hearing. 


Ir 18 now tolerably clear that the attempt by R. S. C., 1883, LV., 
1a., to substitute the hearing of counsel in chambers for the hearing 
of counsel in court, is a doubtful boon to the suitor. Mr. Justice 
Pearson, on Friday last, took occasion to inform the bar and the 
public generally that he had caused two bills of costs to be drawn 
up, the one relating to a matter heard with counsel in court, and 
the other to a matter heard with counsel in chambers. Both these 
bills had, at the learned judge’s request, been taxed by one of the 
taxing masters, and the result was that the cost at chambers was 
more than four times that of the hearing in court. This almost 
incredible result we give as stated by the judge in open court. 





THE USEFUL Discussion on the death duties which took place at 
the last meeting of the Incorporated Law Society has borne fruit 
in Mr. Grecory’s motion in the House of Commons last week, 
“that a limitation in point of time should be applicable to 
liabilities for duties to the Crown.” His proposal was that a 
period of limitation should run against the Crown from the time 
at which the death duty, whatever its designation, became pay- 
able. This very moderate proposal was denounced by Mr. H. 
Fowzer as “an incentive to fraud, a premium on carelessness ;” 
as ‘‘seriously affecting the whole working of the duties,” and, 
at the same time, as ‘‘ of no advantage to the general public” ; 
but fortunately a more reasonable tone was adopted by the Prime 
Minister, who, although declining to pledge the Government on 
the subject, intimated that if Mr. Grecory ‘“‘thought he could 
make a proposition he could assure him it should have from the 
Government a fair and candid consideration, with no indisposition 
to give fair scope to the general views which he had urged upon 
the House.” It apparently now only remains for Mr. Grecory to 
embody his proposals in a short Bill. 





Tue creat case of Hawkins, J., v. Cock, which agitated the 
bar at the close of last week, has ended in a decision of the Divi- 
sional Court in favour of the defendant. ‘‘ Mr. Cock,” said Mr. 
Justice Grove, ‘‘ was not to blame’; and Mr. Justice Stepney 
went further, and remarked that ‘‘ Mr. Cock had done nothing 
to be ashamed of,” and when he declined to go on with the 
case ‘‘ only showed a proper regard for his own dignity.” These 
are unpleasant remarks for Mr. Justice Hawxrs, and the frank 
expression of judicial censure on a brother judge is probably 
unprecedented; but so also, it may be hoped, was the conduct 
which called it forth. When the judge, after his list had broken 
down at eleven o’clock in the morning, refused to wait a few 
minutes for counsel who was actually engaged in speaking in a 





neighbouring court, he shewed most singular petulance, and | 
he does not appear to have retrieved his dignity by the 
mode in which the trial was subsequently conducted. Good 
temper and patience are judicial attributes not too common in the 


pene day, and Mr. Cock deserves the thanks of the profession 


or the lesson he has afforded that there is a limit to the licence 


of the bench. 





Tue LEerrEers which have appeared in our columns of late on Mr. 
O’Hea’s Bill to abolish the Certificate Duty, seem to shew that the 
feeling against the duty is more general than it has been for some 
time past. Several years ago we strongly urged that an effort 
should be made to procure its abolition, or, if that could not be 
accomplished, its reduction. We pointed out that, since the insti- 
tution of district registries, the main ground for charging increased 
certificate duty on a London solicitor had been removed. He has to 
pay more for office rent, and perhaps more for salaries of clerks, 
than his country brethren. Why, then, should he be taxed at a 
higher rate? But we met with little support. There was a notion 
prevalent that the effect of the duty was to keep down over-compe- 
tition, and there was a fear in some quarters that the result of 
stirring up the matter might be that the country solicitor’s 
rate of duty would be raised to that of the London 
solicitor. Now that Mr. O’Hxa has taken up the matter, 
we hope that he will receive more support than we ob- 
tained. The history of previous attempts at abolition of the 
duty is by no means discouraging. A Bill for that purpose was 
read a second time in 1850; a motion for leave to bring ina 
similar Bill was carried in 1851, and again in 1853, by considerable 
majorities. In 1865 a motion in favour of the abolition of the 
duty was carried in the House of Commons. And, lastly, in 1867 
a Bill, presented by Mr. Denman, to reduce the duty passed 
through committee, but was thrown out on the third reading. Is 
there no one to give notice of a discussion on the subject at the 
next meeting of the Incorporated Law Society ? 





Tue onsect of the Land Tenure and Transfer Bill brought in 
by Messrs. Incr, Courtney, and Kenny is (1) to extend the powers 
of limited owners ; (2) to limit the right of, and diminish the evils 
attending, the settlement of land ; (3) the abolition of primogeni- 
ture. We shall confine our remarks to part 4 of the Bill, which is 
intended to carry out the second of these objects. The Bill con- 
tains provisions of two different classes—namely, those dealing 
with existing entails, and those dealing with future settlements of 
land. The provisions of the first class enable a tenant in tail, which 
expression, by the interpretation clause, extends to a tenant in tail 
entitled to a base fee, to the owner of a fee simple conditional, and 
to the trustee in bankruptcy of any such person, to deal with the 
land, exactly in the same manner in all respects as if he was tenant 
in fee simple, ‘‘ by any act between parties,” so as to exclude dis- 
positions by will. These provisions appear to afford a wholly 
unsatisfactory solution of the | pone how to deal with existin 
settlements. The omission of a power to the tenant in tail o 
devising the land has an effect which is almost comic, for an adult 
tenant in tail who wishes to devise the land must go actually 
through the form of conveying it to a stranger in fee simple to the 
use of himself in fee simple, so as to become owner in fee simple. 
Probably a slight modification of Mr. Justice Srarnen’s Bs 
(ante, p. 300) would afford the most satisfactory manner of dealing 
with existing settlements—viz., (1) to the estate of every 
adult tenant in tail into an estate in fee simple; (2) to provide 
that a strict entail, under which no child had, at the passing of the 
Act, attained such an age as would cause him to form plans of life, 
say fifteen (not as proposed by Mr. Justice Srspmen, under which 
no child should be living at the —. bea oe - a 
power of appointment among the chi e parent who is 
made tenant for life, and in Sefault to the children at twenty-one, 
&e. 

22 











gh den pO RARE OPE 









































350 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. Mar. 27, 1886. M 
—_— Ts — —— 
Tue Provisions of the Bill as to future settlements are (1) to pro- | certain exceptions,” exercised in some cases an independent judg. necet 
hibit contingent or executory interests in land—which, by the in- | ment of their own. Notwithstanding the many and, in some inhal 
terpretation clause, include money arising from the sale of land— | cases conflicting, property rights involved, it appears that an almost not ¢ 
except in settlements made previously to marriage, on, or in| complete unanimity has been arrived at on the part of the various ate ¢ 
default of, the children, where the children’s interests become | interests, so that if the Government should determine to take up the pows 
indefeasibly vested (for so we understand “absolute and vested | Bill, there would be practically no opposition to it. That it would inve! 
estate’) on or prior to the coming into existence of the youngest | be an improvement ip the form of the law is obvious, as not onl mun: 
child of the marriage; (2) words purporting to create an estate| does it consolidate the statutes, but similarly to the Bills of be di 
tail are to create a fee simple; (3) all trusts for accumulation of | Exchange Act of 1882, and Lord Bramwetz’s Arbitration Bill tenti 
the income of land, except during minorities, are to be void. | deals with the case law. stree 
While the second and third of these provisions are excellent, though they 
we should have preferred that a portion of the income arising from they 
property of a wasting nature, such as leaseholds, should be Cuty 
accumulated as if it were rent reserved on a mining lease under| THe pRropER METHOD of proving the execution of a deed came coul 
the Settled Land Act, the first provision appears to be extremely | before the Court of Appeal in Re Rice (ante, p. 302). This is a the 
objectionable, for the reasons following :—First, the form of will| matter on which a good deal of loose practice prevails, and we capr 
commonly used by persons not rich is prohibited with respect to| have heard of a mortgagee being put into the witness-box before | 
land. In a will of this nature the realty and personalty form a|a chancery judge to prove the signature of his mortgagor to the appt 
common fund, which is given to the widow for life, with remainder | mortgage-deed. We believe that in the Queen’s Bench Division it thei 
to the children who attain twenty-one, &c. It appears mere | is not unusual to prove a deed by evidence of handwriting only, but ther 
pedantry to allow such a will to be made as to personalty, which | in Chancery the practice has been, with few exceptions, to require accc 
may amount to millions, and not to allow it to be made as to the | the oath of the attesting witness, or, in case of his death, proof case 
smallest piece of land, or as to the testator’s house, which may be | thereof and of his handwriting. In ev parte cases, both in chance prol 
a leasehold at rack-rent. Secondly, the very convenient power of pur- | and in lunacy, the practice has been to require the oath of the attest- exp 
chasing a house forthe residence of the married pair, often introduced | ing witness, the only exceptions being such as in Re Mair (21 W.R. vl 
into a settlement of personalty in the usual form, is prohibited. | 749), where the attesting witness was in Germany, or some few whi 
Thirdly, the form of settlement which the Bill allows is of a most | like instances, where strict proof was difficult to be obtained. In diffi 
inconvenient nature. It is a form which is never met with in wills | Re Rice, which was a lunacy matter, the court required proof of tho 
drawn under legal advice. The object of the general plan of post- | handwriting to be produced before acting upon the deed, the exi 
poning the vesting of the shares of children till twenty-one is for | witness being abroad. The rule laid down by the Court of by 
the benefit of the children; it is to prevent the father taking, on| Appeal may be stated as follows:—Unless the deed can be cise 
the death of an infant child, the share of the fund provided for the | admitted between the parties, it must be proved by the oath of per 
children, and, on the other hand, to give to every child an interest | the attesting witness, except under special circumstances. And it ins 
vested at the time when he makes a start in life. Both these | is presumed the court itself must decide what are such exceptional of 
objects would be defeated by the proposed scheme. The time of | circumstances. pra 
vesting would not depend on an event personal to the child, or any 
even on one convenient to the estate, but on a mere collateral wh 
event, the birth of his youngest brother or sister of the whole str 
blood, an event which remains in contingency until one of the CORPORATIONS EXERCISING STATU- 80. 
parents dies, or till the mother passes the age of childbearing. Y RS MALA FIDE the 
And, fourthly, no power of appointment given to the parents in TORY POWERS . an 
favour of the children can be exercised after the youngest is born, | A somewnHat curious point has been recently brought before the Or 
an event which will generally occur while several of the children | Vice-Chancellor of Ireland with regard to the power of the court Ca 
are infants. The result will be that, however wickedly a child | to interfere with the exercise by corporations or other public to’ 
behaves, his parents will have no power of disinheriting him. In | bodies of their statutory powers where such powers are not being Re 
fact, the proposed scheme re-introduces the social objections against | bond fide exercised for the purposes for which such bodies exist. alt 
settlerents which we have discussed (ante, p. 284), and renders it | The case in which the point arose is Anderson v. The Corporation to. 
impossible to frame a settlement of land so as to avoid them. of Dublin (L. R. Ir. 15 Ch. D. 410). ge 
The Towns Improvement Clauses Act, 1847, provides that the ca 
commissioners shall from time to time cause the houses and build- 80 
ings in all or any of the streets to be marked with numbers, and ne 

We wave serore vs the Bill to amend and consolidate the law | shall cause to be put up or painted on a conspicuous part of 
relating to copyright, which was presented to Mr. Munpexta last | some house, building, or place at or near each end, corner, or pl 
week by the deputation representing various persons and bodies | entrance of every such street the name by which such street is to is 
interested in the simplification and amendment of the law. The | be known. The Dublin Improvement Act, 1849, incorporated the w 
Bill presents the effect of fifteen statutes, in intelligille language | provisions of the Towns Improvement Clauses Act. In October, 0] 
and convenient shape, dividing the subject into parts, dealing | 1884, the Corporation of Dublin adopted a resolution that the le 
successively with (1) copyright generally and copyright in literary | name of Sackville-street, in Dublin, should be changed to Pp 
works ; (2) copyright in musical and dramatic works; (3) copy- | O’Connell-street, the alleged intention apparently being to com- ¥ 
right in works of fine arts and phetographs ; (4) registration and | memorate, by this and other intended alterations in street nomen- te 
assignment of copyright ; and (5) with procedure for penalties— | clature, the past historical events of the country and the names of 0 
each part being fairly complete in itself, and not needing much | illustrious men. The householders of Sackville-street, with very ¢ 
explanation by reference to the others. The Report of the Royal | few exceptions, objected to the proposed change on the ground of n 
Commission 0 1878 shewed plainly enough the desirability of | inconvenience and detriment to their trades and businesses. The t 
passing some Bill of the kind, the Act of 1842, as to literary | Vice-Chancellor restrained the proposed alteration. He said, in 8 
copyright, being peculiarly ill-drawn, and the Acts in relation to | giving judgment, “It cannot be disputed that this court, acting r 
artistic copyright leaving copyright ownership in one or two|on its ordinary principles, will restrain a public body, us well as I 
cases a complete matter of uncertainty. Amongst the pro-|an individual, from an improper exercise of authority. Then I 
posed amendments we notice one to the effect that photo- | what is an improper exercise of authority ? If the exercise ] 
graphic portraits taken on commission may be prevented from being | of it be not required for the objects for which it has been ] 
sold or exhibited in shop-windows without the consent of the | conferred; if it be for the carrying out by means of it of some ' 
person for whom they were executed. As a general rule, the | purpose foreign to the duties with which it is coupled ; and if it | 
Bill appears to embody the amendments in the law recommended | will unnecessarily inflict injury on the property of individuals, or | 
by the Royal Commission of 1878, but the authors of the vexatiously interfere with their seni rights, it cannot be con- | 

Bill have, as appears from the preamble that “‘it is expedient to | sidered a proper or bond fide exercise of such authority. . 

carry into effect the recommendations of the commissioners, with | A municipal corporation, or the council by which its powers must 
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necessarily be exercised, stands in a fiduciary relation to the 
inhabitants of their borough and the owners of property therein, 
not only as to any public property vested in them in their corpor- 
ate capacity, but also, in my opinion, as to the -exercise of the 
powers conferred upon them by the Legislature. They are 
invested with those powers only for the general good of their 
municipality, and no exercise of them for any other purpose can 
be deemed bond fide. If the defendants are right in their con- 
tention the corporation has uncontrolled power to give to the leading 
streets of the city any of those names which have been disused because 
they were offensive and injurious to the inhabitants, so that if 
they were to call Dame-street Dirty-lane, or Fitzwilliam-place 
Cutpurse-row, there would be no remedy or redress if this court 
could not interfere. The action of the corporation which 
the plaintiffs seek to restrain is, in my opinion, arbitrary and 
capricious, and cannot be considered to be bond fide.” 

The principles thus enunciated by the learned Vice-Chancellor 
appear, in the abstract, to be sound enough; the difficulty lies in 
their application to particular cases. In the case under discussion 
there was not, perhaps, much difficulty, and the result -was in 
accordance with what we suspect to have been the truth of the 
case, to which, however, the learned judge, for many reasons, 
probably thought it desirable only to give a somewhat restricted 
expression—viz., that the action of the corporation was dictated by 
political feelings only. Many cases, however, might arise in 
which the application of the principle would, in practice, be very 
difficult. The principle seems to be that, where the public body, 
though affecting to act in relation to the purposes for which they 
exist, and with a single eye to such purposes, are really actuated 
by motives outside the scope of their functions, the proposed exer- 
cise of their powers is not bond fide and may be restrained. A 
person must be very ignorant of the working of our municipal 
institutions who does not know that, unfortunately, the proceedings 
of corporations are often actuated by indirect motives, but it is 
practically, in the majority of cases, impossible to prevent this by 
any legal means. It is easy to see how, in a country like Ireland, 
where, unfortunately, party feeling runs extraordinarily high, and 
strong social and religious animosities prevail, a public body may 
so exercise their powers as to show plainly that such exercise of 
them is really for the purpose of giving effect to feelings of animosity, 
and not bond fide for the purposes for which the body exists. An 
Orange town council might name a street inhabited by Roman 
Catholics Bloody Queen Mary-street; or, similarly, a Nationalist 
town council might call a street inhabited by Loyalists O’ Donovan 
Rossa-street. We should suppose that probably the proposed 
alteration of the name of Sackville-street was really similar in kind 
to, though not so monstrous in degree as the changes above sug- 
gested by way of illustration. Itis not very difficult to imagine 
cases where the proposed exercise of the statutory powers speaks 
so strongly for itself as being the result of political feeling as to 
negative the possibility of its being bond fide. 

But in this country, where more ordinary conditions obtain, in 
practice cases do not arise where the operation of indirect motives 
is so transparently obvious, and there might be many cases in 
which the application of this doctrine would not be easy. Political 
opinions and views will necessarily interweave thiiabal res more or 
less with the action of public bodies whose raison d’étre is not 
political. Most of the municipal elections in England are contested 
with reference to political considerations. We are afraid that the 
temper of the times does not show much prospect of the diminution 
of this tendency. It would be very difficult, however, to say, in many 
cases, how farthe action of such bodies had been determined by political 
motives outside the scope of their real functions. For instance, a 
town council or local board may make appointments of officers or 
servants with an eye to political considerations, and not to the 
necessity or fitness of the appointment, having regard to the 
purposes for which the corporation exists. Similarly works might 
be proposed and ordered to be done for the purpose in reality of 
providing a job for some political friend, and not really for the 
benefit of the municipality. And, of course, the evil is not confined 
to political considerations, for there may be other indirect motives 
arising from personal considerations. It would, however, be in 
many cases very difficult for a court to go into the motives actuating 
the members of the corporation in regard to such matters. For 
often, no doubt, as happens in other departments of life, the 

motives operating would be of a mixed character. Some members 


of the corporation might act from one motive, and some from 
another, and some from a mixture of both motives. It would only 
be in very obvious cases that a court could see its way to holding 
that the action of the body was really outside the scope of its 
functions. The truth seems to be that, although the doctrine laid 
down by the learned Vice-Chancellor of Ireland is correct enough, 
the cases in which it can be applied in practice are limited by the 
difficulty of establishing with sufficient clearness the premisses upon 
which it depends. 








THE NEW COUNTY COURT RULES. 
Il. 


A yew rule is added to order 7, relating to service of the summons 
where a person carries on business in the name of a firm. The 
rule, which is similar in terms to R. 8. C., 1883, IX., 7, except as 
regards the words given below in italics, provides that the sum- 
mons may be served at the principal place of business of the firm, 
in England or Wales, upon any person having, or appearing to 
have, at the time of service the control or management of the 
business there. In the same order, the old ord. 8, r. 30, as to 
service where husband and wife are both defendants has been re- 
modelled ; and the new ord. 7, r. 14, provides that where husband 
and wife are both defendants in any action or matter, they shall 
both be served, unless the judge or registrar shall otherwise 
order. 

With regard to default summonses, ord. 7, r. 30, now supplements 
the old ord. 8, r. 28, by a provision that a default summons may be 
served in any district in which the defendant may be met with 
by either the bailiff of the home court or, if so requested at the 
entry of the plaint under ord. 5, r. 6, by the plaintiff or some clerk 
or servant in his permanent and exclusive employ, or by the 
plaintiff's solicitor or a solicitor acting as agent for such solicitor, 
or some person in the employ of either of them. The omission 
from the words in italics of ‘ permanent and exclusive ” 
should be noted. The rule, also, in cases where difficulty 
is experienced by the bailiff in effecting service, enables the 
summons, by leave of the registrar, to be served by the other 
persons mentioned in the rule, although no request was made 
at the entry of the plaint. The next rule provides that where a 
default summons has been served otherwise than by the bailiff, a 
copy of the summons, with an affidavit of service thereof, must be 
delivered or transmitted for filing to the registrar of the court 
issuing the summons. J Bh 

In order 8, relating to the consolidation. of actions, in addition 
to a new provision (rule 5) as to the costs of the defendant in a 
selected action in whose favour judgment is given, a rule is added 
(rule 7) enabling the judge, where several actions of contract are 
brought by the same plaintiff against several defendants in the 
same court, and the event of the actions depends on some question 
common to all the actions, to select one of the actions for trial and 
stay the proceedings in the other actions until judgment has been 
given in the action so selected; but unless, after judgment in such 
selected action, the plaintiff and defendants in the other actions, 
or any of them, shall submit to have judgment passed and entered 
therein in accordance with the judgment in the selected action, 
the other actions are to proceed in the same manner as if they had 
not been stayed. ; oa 

The new order 9, relating to discontinuance, admission, and pay- 
ment into court, collects together rules from the old orders 12, 37, 
and 39b. There have been added rules, framed in general accordance 
with the provisions of R. 8. C., 1888, XXXII., 1, 4, relating 
to admissions. Rule 5 provides that ‘any party to an action 
or matter may give notice in writing to any other party, that he 
admits the truth of the whole or any of the case or claim of 
such other party, and no costs incu after the receipt of such 
notice in respect of the proof of any matters admitted therein 
shall be allowed; but the costs of any steps taken prior to the 
receipt of such notice shall be allowed if the registrar on taxation 
be of opinion that they were not taken unnecessarily or prema- 

turely.” A subsequent rule (7) following R. 8S. C., 1883, 
XXXIL, 4, enables any party by notice in writing, according to 
the form given in the appendix, to call upon any other party to 
admit, for the purpose of the action, matter, or issue only, any 
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specific fact or facts mentioned in such notice, subject to the penalty, 
in case of refusal or neglect to admit, of paying the costs of proving 
the facts, unless the judge otherwise order. Power is given to 
the judge or registrar to allow any party to amend or withdraw 
any admission “‘ on such terms as may be just.” 

Various provisions are added as to counter-claims. Ord. 9, r. 
15, enables a plaintiff, in answer to a counter-claim, to pay money 
into court in satisfaction thereof, subject to the like conditions as 
to costs and otherwise as upon payment into court by a defendant. 
Ord 10, r. 2, now incorporates a further portion of R. 8. C., 1883, 
XIX., 3, with regard to set-off and counter-claim. Rule 8 of the 
same order provides that misjoinder of plaintiffs is not to defeat a 
counter-claim. ; 

Under order 11, rules 2 and 3 considerably amplify the pro- 
visions of the old ord. 10 (a), rr. 16 (2) and 17 (3), as to claims 
for contribution, indemnity, &c., and two rules are added— 
one (4), following R. S. C., 1883, XVI., 54, enabling the judge to 
decide all questions of costs as between the third party and the 
other parties to the action; and the other, following R. S. C., 
1883, XVI., 55, relating to a claim by a defendant to be entitled 
to contribution or indemnity against a co-defendant. 








REVIEWS. 


GRAY’S INN, 
Gray’s Inn: Its History Anp ASSOCIATIONS, COMPILED FROM 


ORIGINAL AND UNPUBLISHED DocumENTs. By WitLiaM RALPH 
DovuTHWAITE, Librarian. Reeves & Turner. 


There are some people who think that one of the most iseful 
functions of the Inns of Court at the present day is the support of 
their libraries ; and that the interest of the members would be better 
promoted by judicious expenditure on these institutions than by 
making hideous additions to deserted chapels, incongruous altera- 
tions of old halls, and expensive experiments in electric lighting. 
It must, however, be said, to the credit of the benchers, that, if they 
are not as careful as they ought to be to increase the libraries, they 
have, in several cases, been singularly fortunate in the selection of 
their chief librarians. There are few members of certain Inns who 
have not had to acknowledge the benefits they have derived from 
the extensive and accurate knowledge of these most efficient officers. 
In Mr. Douthwaite Gray’s Inn possesses, not only an admirable 
librarian, but also an enthusiastic investigator of the history and 
associations of his Inn. Ten years ago he printed, we believe, for 

rivate circulation, some interesting notes on the subject; and he 

so well employed the interval that, in the present volume, we 
have, in place of the previous scattered notes, a complete history of 
the Inn, derived mainly from original and unpublished documents, 
and comprising every detail which can be derived from the most 
laborious investigation. 

Mr. Douthwaite’s researches have been unavailing to discover the 
precise date at which Gray’s Inn became an Inn of Court, but he 
adduces evidence to shew that it was an Inn of Court early in the 
fourteenth century. In the time of Elizabeth it was the most pop- 
ular and best attended of all the Inns. There will be found in Mr. 
Douthwaite’s pages full details of the early history and constitution 
of the Inn, descriptions of the buildings and gardens, notices of the 
eminent members of the Inn, and such information as exists with 
reference to the allied Inns of Chancery—Staple Inn and Burnard's 
Inn. The book is written in an attractive style, and has every ad- 
vantage which can be given by admirable type and well-executed illus- 
trations. It is not a little remarkable that the present librarian should 
be indebted for so many of the facts he records to the Harleian 
MSS., compiled by Simon Segar, library keeper to the Inn two 
centuries ago. If there should be a future historian of Gray’s Inn, 
he will derive much more valuable assistance from Mr. Dout waite’s 
complete and interesting book. 


THE CROWN OFFICE RULES. 


THe Crown Orrick RULES AND Forms, 1886; THz SuPREME 
Court or JupicaturE ACTS AND THE RULES OF THE SUPREME 
CovurT, 1883, RELATING TO THE PRACTICE ON THE Crown SIDE 
OF THE QUEEN’s Bencu DIVISION; INCLUDING APPEALS FROM 
InvERIon Courts, By Frepericx H, Snort, Chief Clerk of the 
Crown Office. Stevens & Haynes. 


Mr. Short gives the new rules, with no 


tes pointing out their 
sources when P 8 


they are simple reproductions of previous rules or legis- 
lative provisions, also a : ; they 


stating when they are new, and when 





explanations of their object and effect, and has given the leading 
cases bearing upon the provisions. Mr. Short’s official position is 4 
sufficient guarantee of the accuracy of hi8 work. The book has an 
excellent index, and may be commended as an admirable edition 
of the new rules. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE APPORTIONMENT ACT, 1870. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jouwrnal.i 


Sir,—We read with considerable interest at the time (25th of April, 
sf by observations of your correspondent ‘‘ A Lawyer-Trustee,” 
and hoped that the subject might be continued either by you or 
by some of your correspondents. 

The observations contain a very concise and clear statement of the 
Apportionment Aets and the various cases referred to; but we 
believe that, not only solicitors, but many accountants, having the 
charge of important trust estates, are still left in doubt as to the 
course to pursue. ‘ . 

Your correspondent, as we understand, advises the apportionment 
of dividends on purchase, sale, or change of investments—i.e., on a 
purchase of s (including the current half-year’s dividend), to 
pay to the life tenant the portion only of the dividend from the date 
of purchase—deducting from the purchase-money the portion of the 
dividend from the beginning of the half-year to the date of purchase 
—and again on the sale of such stock (including the current half- 
year's dividend) to pay the life tenant the apportioned dividend from 
the beginning of the current half-year to the date of sale, taking the 
amount thereof out of the proceeds. f 

While concurring in this view as the only accurate mode of adjust- 
ment between capital and income, we have, not only since the judgment 
in the case of Barker v. Perowne (29W R. 730), followed the rule which 
appears to us to be laid down by that case, but even previously we 
have acted on a legal opinion that the whole of the current half- 
year’s dividend was payable to a life tenant without apportionment. 
In a trust estate in which we are concerned, the same question arose 
under similar circumstances to those in Barker v. Perowne, and a case 
was submitted to an eminent Q.C., on which he gave the following 
opinion :—‘‘I am of opinion that the widow is entitled to the full 
dividend or interest on the railway debentures and preference 
stocks which have been purchased as permanent investments. It is 
not the practice of the court to have regard to the time of the invest- 
ment, so as to affect the right of the tenant for life to the dividends 
payable after the investment, where it has been made bond fide.” 

‘A Lawyer-Trustee” expresses his opinion that Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon only decided on the construction of the will; but does it not 
follow, in the numerous cases of a similar class under wills, that the 
full half-year’s dividend would be payable, and also that the same 
rule Would apply on a change of investment as well as on the death 
of a life tenant, on the happening of which event the remaindermau 
would become entitled to the stock with the accruing dividend ? Or, 
assuming that the executors realized the stock after the death of a 
life tenant and before dividend, there would not be any dividend to 
apportion. 

? ving before us the case of Barker v. Perowne, and the opinion of 
counsel before referred to, as well as a legal opinion given prior to 
the case of Barker v. Perowne, we do not see how, in dealing with 
this question, we can do otherwise than treat as income the whole of 
the half-year’s dividends without apportionment. a ie 

We are unwilling to intrude upon a space by entering into a 
lengthy argument, although we should be prepared to do so; but we 
hope at an early date the views of others may appear in your 
columns. 

The subject is one of great importance, and there ought to be an 
attempt to arrive at something like a uniform view among the 
members of the legal profession. 


Manchester, March 19. ACCOUNTANTS AND TRUSTEES. 





VERY LIKE A WAIL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,,-—When I was a lad and served my term as articled clerk in an 
attorney’s firm, it was a general complaint that the Incorporated 
Law Society did nothing for the good of the profession equivalent to 
the 5s, they levy annually on each member thereof, and, after an 
experience of many years, I regret that I cannot say that the com- 
plaint is unfounded. 

In all the recent changes which are proving so disastrous to the 
legal profession, I am not aware of the society havin done, or even 
attempted to do, the least thing for the benefit of solicitors. 





merely affirm existing unwritten practice. He has added valuable 
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There is now, however, an = gps 8 for the society, if it be 
capable of anything, to do some good by —s an efficient 
support to Mr. O’Hea’s Bill for the repeal of the Solicitors’ Certificate 
Duty. 

The only justification for non-interference would be that the 
condition and prospects of the profession are now so bad that this 
little straw can scarcely affect the camel’s load. 

At the epoch referred to in the first two lines hereof, the law con- 
sisted of four fairly-remunerative branches, by the assiduous follow- 
ing of which, combined with an exercise of the virtues, one could 
generally realize, not a fortune, but a competence — these were 
common law, chancery, conveyancing, and bankruptcy. 

How different are things now ! 

The first two have been consolidated and reduced to a body 
smaller than either was before. The remuneration has been halved 
by putting everything on the ‘‘lower scale,” and the expenditure for 
court fees has been largely increased. Moreover, even the scanty 
pittance remaining has been taken away in equity cases under £500 
and common law under £50, and the nominal allowance of the 
county courts substituted. 

In conveyancing business, instead of being paid for work and 
labour done, we are treated with a fanciful scale, so graduated that 
the remuneration is insufficient in the majority of cases where the 
purchase-money is small, and is excessive in cases where the 
purchase- money is large, so that no solicitor dares ask his client to 
pay the scale charge to which he is liable on a large transaction. 
Moreover, conveyancing is doomed, and will pass away as surely as 
bankruptcy has, and some system of registration will be substituted 
for it, where vendors and purchasers, assisted by highly - paid 
officials, will do their own oat 

Bankruptcy remains only as a vision of the past, so far as profits 
are concerned. 

It is now difficult, and, in very many instances, impossible, by the 
fair exercise of the profession of the law, to obtain a livelih for 
either barristers or solicitors. Only last week a high official of the 
Supreme Court remarked to me that he “‘ did not see how a solicitor 
could get .a living now,” and, if he cannot support himself, is it 
logical or sensible or reasonable in him to contribute £9 a year to 
the State beyond what other professional men do ? 

How is the solicitor to be justified, in these times, in ‘“ swellin 
it” over the doctor, the clergyman, the engineer, the architect, an 
the barrister, none of whom presumes to pay a similar contribution ? 

So far from his being specially and invidiously taxed, the solicitor 
of the Supreme Court ought, under the circumstances, to receive 
compensation, as the proctors did when they ceased to have the ex- 
clusive privilege of proving wills. 

It is not sufficient that the solicitors should be relieved of this 
annual tax, but it is the duty of the Incorporated Law Society, if it 
represents the profession, to do more and look after its interests at 
this critical period, or to declare itself incompetent and decline to 
accept any longer the annual thousands of crowns. There seems 
no middle position for the society to occupy. W. R. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—I am informed that the Council of the Law Society 
are taking no measures to support Mr. O’Hea’s Bill. I cannot 
understand how it can be inexpedient to take this as well as 
every other possible opportunity to move against the Certificate Duty, 
unjustifiable as it is in every way; but the seciety, supposed to 
champion our interests, refuses to take that action, which, even if 
unsuccessful in repealing the duty, would be a valuable protest 
against it. Nevertheless, I suppose successive presidents will con- 
tinue to wonder why so large a proportion of the profession keep 
aloof from the society. A SoxicrTor. 

London, March 23, 





APPEAL FROM MASTER’S ORDERS ON INTERPLEADER 
SUMMONS, 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—In Waterhouse v. Gilbert (L. R. 15 Q. B. D. 569) the full 
Court of a cially summoned to hear arguments whether rule 
11 of R. 8. C., LVII., as to interpleader appeals was not either ultra 
vires or meaningless, declined to deslite anything more than that rule. 
11, which purported to give an ap’ inst fhe summary decision 


of a master under rule 8 to the Court of Appeal, or by leave of the 
Court of Appeal, was not effectual to give such an appeal. It was 
felt at the time that an opportunity had been missed, and that much 
subsequent litigation was inevitable before the law on the subject 
could be determined as effectively as it might have been decided by 





the special court of six judges then sitting. 
The beginning of such 


litigation is now upon as; in Webb v, Shaw } 


(ante, p. 339) a Divisional Court, consisting of Mathew and Smith, 
JJ., has commenced the complication. In that case a master had 
made an order at chambers in an interpleader proceeding under 
R. 8. C., LVII., 8, but had given leave to appeal under rule 11 of the 
same order. Field, J., had heard the appeal, and the Divisional 
Court were asked to say that he had no power to hear it, either 
because rule 11 was ultra vires, as contrary to section 17 of the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1860, or because this was a case 
‘* otherwise provided by statute,” and, therefore, expressly excepted 
by rule 11 itself. The court, however, held that an ap did lie 
from the master in chambers, thus upholding rule 11 in effect. This 
decision appears to have proceeded on two unds (1) that the 
master’s jurisdiction to hear interpleader being a new tribunal 
created by the Rules of 1883, the question of ee from the master 
was a matter of procedure which might be dealt with by the rules. 
To this it may be answered (a.) that Cotton, L.J., in Waterhouse v. 
Gilbert, expressly said that 2 right of appeal was not a matter of 
procedure. (b.) t, if the contention of the Divisional Court was 
right, the judgment in Waterhouse v. Gilbert of the full Court of 
Appeal was wrong, for that case came before the Court of Appeal as 
is explained below, as an appeal from the summary decision of a 
master under rule 8, with leave to appeal, so that if the decision of 
the Divisional Court was correct there was an — by leave rightly 
given by the rules, which the Court of Appeal held there was not. 
(c.) That R. 8. C., LIV., 12, only gives to a master in chambers the 
powers of a judge in chambers; that no new tribunal in powers was 
created, but only an old one extended; that it had been expressly 
decided in Dodds v. Shepherd (L. R. 1 Ex. D. 75) that, in consequence 
of section 17 of the Act of 1860, no appeal, even by leave, would lie 
from the summary decision of a judge in chambers, under section 14 
of the Act of 1860 (which is embodied in rule 8 of order LVII.); and 
that, therefore, it is now ‘‘ otherwise provided by statute ”—viz., by 
section 17 of the Act of 1860 expressly kept alive by the Statute 
Law Revision Act of 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 49)—that no appeal, even 
by leave, lies from the summary decision of a judge, whose powers, 
and whose powers only, the master is to have under the new rules. 

For these reasons it is submitted that the contention of the 
Divisional Court as to the master’s position cannot be sustained. 

(2) The second reason which the Divisional Court appear to have 
given for their decision was that Waterhouse v. Gilbert turned on the 
special fact that the Divisional Court there decided the case on the 
ground of a special ment between the parties. _This is true, but 
inadequate. The writer was one of the counsel in Waterhouse v. 
Gilbert, and the history of the case was curious. The master decided 
the case under rule 8, in a summary way, and there were facts which 
it was contended constituted an agreement by the parties that there 
should be no appeal, even by leave. Before Denman, J., the case 
was argued by solicitors ; the learned judge was not even referred to 
rule 11 or to the special facts, but indo: the summons, ‘‘ No appeal 
lies ; master's decision final.” The Divisional Court were referred to 
rule 11, but decided that the special facts constituted an agreement 
to set aside the master’s power to give leave. Up to this time the 
point that rule 11 did not apply, or was ultra vires, was not taken, 
except by setting up a ial agreement, in fact, to oust rule 11. In 
the Court of Ap the ial agreement, in fact, was set up, 
and the Court of Appeal disposed of it summarily, saying it was clear 
there was a mistake, and there ought to be an a ; and then, for 
the first time, the respondent’s counsel took the point that, apart 
from any special facts whatever, the master had no power to give 
leave to ap under rule 11, either because rule 11 was ultra vires, 
or because it had been ‘“‘otherwise provided” by section 17 of the 
Act of 1860; so that the Court of Appeal had before it the simple 
question, apart from any special facts whatever, Has the master 

wer to give leave to appeal, under rule 11, from a summary 
, sate under rule 8 of order LVII. ? cael 

When this question was stated, the Master of the Rolls said it was 
so important that it must be decided by the full court, and accord- 
ingly the full court sat, but not to decide it; for it was found that 
the Act of 1860 was strengthened by the 20th clause of the Appellate 
Jurisdiction Act of 1876, so far as the Court of Appeal was concerned, 
and that this enabled the court to escape deciding whether the whole 
rule was ultra vires by deciding that, at any rate, that part of it which 
purported to give an appeal to the Court of Appeal was ineffectual, 
and so to dispose of the case before them. 

The fruits of that decision are visible in Webb v. Shaw, and I 
suppose we shall have a series of cases to raise the question of ap 
in each form of interpleader ing covered by section 17 of the 
Act of 1860, before each tribunal before which such a proceeding can 
come, before the law is settled. k 

There are two ways out of the difficulty in the last resort—Parlia- 
ment may repeal section 17 of the Act of 1860, orthe Rule Committee 
may re rule 11 of order LVII. But there was a simple way out 
of the difficulty in the first instance if the exceptionally strong court 
in Waterhouse v. Gilbert had faced the question before them, and 
decided, once for all, the relation of rule 11 to section 17, They did 
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not, and we have Webb v. Shaw as the result, the decision in which, 
it is respectfully submitted, is, for the reasons above stated, bad law. 
ONE OF THE COUNSEL IN ‘‘ WATERHOUSE v. GILBERT.” 





THE SOLICITOR-TRUSTEE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—A trustee may not make a profit out of his trust. Therefore, 
a solicitor appointee executor or trustee may not charge for work 
which must be done, and which the testator intended him to do and 
be paid for. Yet, if a victualler appoints his brewer and his spirit 
merchant his executors and trustees, and directs them to carry on the 
business for the benefit of his family, they are authorized to charge 
for beer and spirits supplied after the testator’s death at the ordinary 
market prices, and are not restricted to cost prices (Smith v. Langford, 
2 Beav. 362). In such a case common sense is regarded. But then 
a brewer or a spirit dealer may be expected to do what is right, 
while the presumption is that a solicitor will do what is wrong. 

The present rule is inconsistent and illogical, since it allows a testator 
to give a power to a solicitor which the expounders of the law 
consider that, in the interests of society, he should not possess. If 
experience has shown that estates should be protected from plunder 
by dishonest costs, then testators should be precluded from placing 
their property in peril; and it should be expressly enacted that in no 
case whatever shall the solicitor-trustee be entitled to charge for 
work done. It is indisputable that when a testator selects a solicitor 
for the office of executor or trustee, he distinctly intends that the 
solicitor shall be paid for all work done where professional services 
are . Butin this case mere intention, however clear, is to 
be disregarded. Wherever an express power to charge is not inserted, 
the omission is due to accident or inadvertence. Nevertheless, the 
solicitor must suffer, and the testator’s intention be defeated. 

Of course, no such express power should be required. A testator 
appoints the solicitor, whom he necessarily respects and trusts, 
because he believes that by the selection he will benefit his estate. 
If he happens to omit the special clause, then the law steps in, and 
treats the solicitor-trustee, if not as a rogue, at all events as a 
person who must be deprived of the power of robbing the estate by 
unnecessary costs. 

Surely ordinary honesty might be attributed to solicitors as a body ; 
and surely effect might be given to the intention of testators, by 
allowing solicitors in every case to charge for necessary work done 
where appointed trustees, subject to the check afforded by taxa- 
tion. REFORM, 

March 22. 





THE COUNTY COURT RULES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—By the 30th rule of order 7, a new practice is apparently 
introduced with regard to the service of default summonses. The 
old practice compelled such service to be effected by the solicitor 
issuing the summons, ‘‘ or some clerk or servant in his permanent 
and exclusive employ.” The new rule makes the permanent and 
exclusive employment relate to the plaintiff’s clerk or servant, 
and permits the service by the plaintiff’s solicitor ‘‘or some 
person” in his employ. This would, I assume, authorize ser- 
vice, as in the case of High Court writs, by an ordinary process 
server, which the old practice did not sanction. But the form of 
affidavit of service of a default summons (No. 21) limits the service 
to ‘‘a clerk in the employ” not a ‘‘ person,” and a doubt arises 
whether service by a person, who, by the nature of his business, is 
not a clerk or exclusively in the employ of one solicitor is good. It 
would bea great advantage to suitors and their solicitors if such 
service were allowable, but is it quite clear that it is ? 

In the affidavit, too, I notice that the person serving must depose 
to being over sixteen years of age. Where is the authority for this y 
Many solicitors have clerks below that age quite capable of effecting 
service, R. B 

London, March 23. 








Mr. W. T. 8. Daniel, Q.C., the late jodge of the Bradford County Court, 
completed his eightieth year last week. 


Mr. W. A. Hulton, the Judge of the County Courts in the Preston 
Cirenit, has tendered his resignation to the Lord Chancellor. Hr. Hulton 
is ome of the oldest judges in the country. He was called to the bar in 
1827. He was subsequently appointed an assessor in the old Sheriffs’ 
Courts. Afterwards he was appointed judge of the Bolton County Court, 
and then he was for six years at Liverpool. Twenty-three years ago he 
was appointed to the Preston Circuit. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 
LEWIS v. JAMES—C. A. No. 2, 24th March. 


Action ror Spreciric PerrormMance—Mininc Prorgerty—Possegssion Anp 
Workine sy PurcHas—ER—PayMEnNT OF RoyYAtties 1ntTO CouRT BEFORE 
AL. 


This was an action for the specific performance by the defentlant of an 
ment to take a lease of a colliery. The defendant was in possession 
of, and was working, the colliery, and the question was whether, before 
the trial, he could be ordered to pay royalties into court. The plaintiff 
claimed specific performance, poh nA to the payment of a royalty of 10d. 
perton. The defendant admitted that he was bound to take a lease, but 
insisted that the royalty was to be 9d. per ton, and he counter-claimed 
for specific performance on that footing. He wasin possession of, and was 
working the colliery, and had removed a large quantity of coal, and he 
had expended a large sum of money in the working, and in the erection 
of machinery—more, it was said, than the amount of the royalties on the 
coal which he had worked. Bacon, V.C., refused an application by the 
pee for the payment into court of the royalties on the coal which had 
en worked. On behalf of the defendant it was urged that he was 
working the mine for the benefit of both parties, to prevent it being 
drowned, and that it was contrary to the practice of the court, in an 
action for wpe performance, to order a purchaser who was in posses- 
sion to pay his purchase-money into court before the trial of the action, 
except in the alternative that he should pay the money into court or go 
out of possession. The court (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) held that 
the defendant must pay into court the amount of the royalties on the coal 
which he had worked, calculated at the lower rate of 9d. per ton, which 
he admitted. Corron, L.J., said that, under ordinary circumstances, no 
doubt, an option was given to a purchaser to pay his purchase-money 
into court or to go out of possession. But, under special circumstances, 
payment into court might be ordered without this option—when, for 
instance, acts were being done by the purchaser which altered the value 
of the property which was the subject of the contract. Cutler v. Simons 
(2 Mer. 103) and Pope v. The Great Eastern Railway Co. (15 W. R. 192, 
L. R. 3 Eq. 171) were illustrations of this. This applied to the present 
case, in which the defendant had materially altered the value of the prop- 
erty. He ought to pay into court, in t of the coal which he had 
removed, the royalties which he admi he would have to pay if the 
contract was carried out. Bowen, L.J., said that justice plainly required 
that the order should be made, and he thought there was power to make 
it. The defendant either had a right to remove the coal or he had not. 
If he had not, he ought to pay for it; if he had a right, it was only on 
the footing of the agreement, and he ought to pay what he himself 
admitted would be due. Fry, L.J., concurred. Counsgex, Sir H. James, 
Q.C., Marten, Q.C., and Phipson Beale ; Hemming, Q.C., and MeClymont. 
Soxicrrors, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray; Weall § Barker. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
SHUTT v. SHUTT—Pearson, J., 20th March. 


Partition Action—OrpDER ror SALE—FvuRTHER OCoNnsIDERATION—DIVISION 
or Procereps or SaLE—APpPLicaTION IN CHAMBERS. 


This was the further consideration of a partition action. At the trial 
an order was made for the sale of the property, under which it had been 
sold, and the purchase-money was in court. The proposed minutes 
provided for the division of the money (which was a comparatively small 
sum) among the persons whom the chief clerk, by his certificate, had 
found to be entitled to the property. Pxanson, J., said that, in cases of 
this kind, when the fund in court was a small one, and the expense of 
making the order in court would, therefore, be comparatively large, he 
thought the better course was to apply for the order in chambers. This 
would save a great dealof expense. Such an order was a mere matter of 
administration. It dealt only with money. It was not like an order 
which might affect the title to land, in which case, if the court had 
exceeded its jurisdiction by making an order in chambers, an unwilling 
purchaser might afterwards raise the objection. In chambers, the persons 
who had liberty to attend the proceedings would alone be present at tho 
making of the order, and they could be represented in classes, instead of 
each of them appearing in court separately by counsel. His lordship said 
that in one case of the kind he had been informed that the fees of the 
different counsel amounted to as much as 100 guineas.—CounseL, Dunning. 
Soricrrorn, W. Stubbs. 


FOLKARD v. LOCK WOOD—Pearson, J., 19th March. 


PLEADING—AMENDMENT—COUNTER-CLAIM—AMENDMENT AFTER PAYMENT INTO 
Court accertep BY Puarntivr in OriGInAL AcTION. 


This was an action by the author of a book against the publishers. The 
egmooment with the publishers was that the copyright should belong to 

em, and that the plaintiff should revise and re-edit new editions on 
certain terms. Twenty-one editions of the book were published, and on 
the publication of the twenty-second edition a difference arose. The 
defendants appointed anew editor, and the plaintiff brought the action foran 
account. The defendants counter-claimed for damages in respect of alleged 
negligence of the plaintiff in relation to the twenty-second edition. e 
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defendants paid a sum of oe yf into court in res of the claim in the 
action. The plaintiff accepted the money paid in in satisfaction, and took 
it out of court. The defendants afterwards amended their counter-claim, 
alleging that the plaintiff had edited the work carelessly, extending that 
claim to all the editions, and claiming further damages. The plaintiff 
applied to strike out the amendment, on the ground that it was not within 
the scope of a counter-claim. Pzarson, J., refused the application. He 
held that, the original action being at an end, the counter-claim must be 
considered as an independent action, and, therefore, the amendment 
ought to be allowed.—Covnszx, Higgins, Q.0., and Pace; Cozens-Hardy, 
Q.C., and Macclymont.” Sourcrrors, Geoghegan ; J. Balfour Allan, 


LORD DYNEVOR v. TENNANT—Pearson, J., 18th March. 


Lease BY Oo-owNERS—RESERVATION OF RiGHTs—SvupsEQuENT PAaRrTITION 
or REVERSION— CONVEYANCE BY ONE REVERSIONER TO LESSEE. 


The question in this case was as to the effect of a partition made by 
the co-owners of a reversion of land subject to a lease, and the subse- 
quent conveyance by one of. the reversioners of his interest under the 
prep to the lessee, upon a right which has been reserved by the lease. 

1820 an estate, called the Neath Abbey Estate was vested in three co- 
owners, the then Lord Dynevor, Compton, and Doyley. They concurred 
in granting to George Tennant a lease of a strip of land for a term 
of 1,000 years, for the purpose of constructing a canal. The lease con- 
tained a proviso that nothing therein contained should prevent the lessors, 
their heirs, or assigns, from using the land granted, or any streams flowing 
through it, or granting way leaves, or roads over the same, so as not toin- 
jure the canal or the navigation thereof. The canal was constructed, and it 
became ultimately vested in the defendant. In 1838 a partitiow was made 
of the Neath Abbey Estate between the three co-owners, the then Lord 
Dynevor, Compton, and another person, one-third being allotted to each. 
Lord Dynevor afterwards purchased one of the thirds, so that he became 
the owner of two-thirds, and Compton remained the owner of one-third. 
Under the partition the reversion in a portion of the canal, with an 
apportioned part of the rent, was allotted to Compton. This portion did 
not — the land allotted to him, but it intersected through the greater 
[a0 of its course land allotted to Lord Dynevor. Soon after the ition 

ompton conveyed his interest in the soil of the canal and towing-path 
to the lessee. The question was whether the partition and the subse- 
quent conveyance by Compton to the lessee had destroyed the right 
reserved by the above proviso in the lease of 1820. The plaintiff claimed 
to be entitled under the proviso to build a bridge over that portion of the 
canal the reversion in which had been conveyed by Compton to the lessee 
to connect the parts of his land which were severed by that portion of the 
canal, and brought the action to restrain the defendant from interfering 
with his building a bridge. Parson, J., said that, assuming that the pro- 
viso in the lease was a grant of a right, among other things, to make bridges 
over the canal, it was a grant of a right to exist so long as the term 
existed, and it could be put an end to by putting an end to the lease. 
By the partition deed the reversion in the part of the canal in question 
was vested in Compton, so as to give him the right to put an end to the 
lease, and with it the right to build bridges; nor was there any equity 
between him and his co-owners to prevent him from exercising that 
power. Compton had exercised this right, and had conveyed his reversion 
to the lessee. The lease had therefore come to an end, and with it every 
right under the proviso as to that part of the canal the reversion in 
which had been thus conveyed. He must dismiss the action.—Covnsen, 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and EF. Bray; Cookson, Q.C., and E. Beaumont. 
Souicrrors, Warrens ; Finch, Jennings, § Co. 


Re HALE AND SMYTH—Pearson, J., 23rd March. 


Serrtep Lanp—Tenant ror Lirr—Power to Sert—Serriep Lanp Act, 
1882, s, 2. 


The question in this case was whether vendors of land could make a 
good title to the purchaser, as tenants for life under the Settled Land Act. 
A father and his son W., in the exercise of a joint power of appoint- 
ment conferred on them by a settlement, suactnied that certain land 
should be to the use that certain trustees should thenceforth, during the 
~~ lives of the father and W., receive a yearly rent-charge of £300 to 

e charged on the land, and, subject thereto, to the use of the father and 
his assigns during his life, and from and after his death to the use of the 
trustees during the life of W., and from and after his death to the use of 
his first and other sons successively in tail male, and, in default of such 
issue, to the use of the trustees during the life of G. (the second son of 
the father), with remainders over. And it was declared that the appoint- 
ments of the rent-charge and of the reversionary life estates wero made 
to the trustees, upon trust that they should, assoon as might be, without 
any further direction by the parties thereto, or any of them, absolutely 
sell the rent-charge and the reversionary life estates, and should, after 
Ps yment of costs and succession duty, pay the proceeds of sale to W. and 
+, in equal shares as tenants in common. Until sale, the rent-charge and 
the rents and profits of the life estates, if either of them should fall into 
possession, were to be paid unto and equally between W. and G., their 
executors, administrators, or assigns, as tenants in common. And W. and 
G. thereby covenanted with the father, and also separately with the 
trustees, that neither of them would claim to have the rent- and 
life estates thereby appointed made over to them, or either of them, in 
specie, it being the intention of the parties that the trusts for sale should 
be absolute and irrevocable, notwithstanding law of equity authoriz- 


ing beneficiaries of proceeds of sale to elect to take the property fn lieu of | 





the proceeds of sale. No sale was made under the trusts for sale. The 
father died, and the rent-charge thus came to an end. W. and G. con- 
tracted to sell some of the property, and the purchaser objected that they 
could not make a good title. Pzanson, J., held that they were tenants 
for life under the Settled Land Act, and had, therefore, power to sell 
under the provisions of that Act. He said that, but for the covenant not 
to claim the land in specie, they would have been clearly entitled to elect 
to take it in specie, and would then have been tenants for life and entitled 
to sell under the Act. And his lordship thought that the covenant made 
no difference, for, the father penn Ber go there was no one who was en- 
titled to enforce it. His executor no interest, and the trustees could 
not enforce it contrary to the wish of the cestuis que trustent. And there 
was nothing in the covenant to prevent the sons from bidding at a sale 
by the trustees and buying the life estates. The two sons were, as 
it yn of one mind. But, if one of them wished the property to 
be sold and the other did not, there was nothing to doe the latter 
from bidding at the sale and buying the life estates. e case must be 
treated as if they had bid and bought back the life estates, and then they 
would be tenants for life and entitled to sell under the Act.—CovnszL, 
W. Cowell Davies; Whateley. Soxicrrons, Coldham § Isaacson ; Ingram, 
Harrison, § Ingram. 


HENDRY v. TURNER—Kay, J., 22nd. March 


PaRTNERSHIP—D1ssoLuTIon BY CoNSENT—ADVERTISEMENT OF IN “* Lon- 
pon Gazetre’’—ActTion To Exrorce SicGNaTURE—JURISDICTION. 


In this case the question arose whether the court had jurisdiction to 
enforce the signature of a notice of dissolution for insertion in the London 
Gazette, where the partnership had been dissolved by mutual consent. In 
June, 1883, the plaintiffand the defendant en’ into ership for 
the purpose of carrying on in London and Philadelphia the business of 
bankers and brokers. The main object of the ership was to establish 
an office in London as a principal place of iness. The ershi 
was continued down to May, 1884, when it was dissolved by mu 
consent, and the business thereof was transferred to, and carried on by, the 
defendant. A circular was sent out to all persons who had had dealings 
with the firm, announcing the dissolution. In Au , 1884, it was 
arranged that the dissolution of partnership should be advertized in the 
London Gazette and other newspapers, and the defendant expressed his 
willingness to sign such odveginenen. A draft of the advertisement 
was accordingly p: and the terms thereof were discussed. The 
defendant desired that the words ‘‘having an agency under the same 
name at,’ should be inserted in the advertisement. Those words did 
not appear in the advertisement which had previously been sent out. The 
plaintiff refused to consent to the proposed addition, on the ground that 
it was contrary to the fact to advertise the London office as an agency 
branch, it having always been treated by the defendant as the principal 
office and place of business of the —— In September, 1884, 
the advertisement, as originally drawn, was tendered to the defendant for 
his signature; but the defendant declined to sign it. The plaintiff 
thereupon issued the writ in the action, awe Agee the defendant might 
be ordered to sign and deliver to the plaintiff’s solicitor the notice of 
dissolution of the partnership. In November, 1884, a motion was made 
— that the defendant might be ordered to sign in the ace of 
the — solicitor, and to deliver to him so signed, the notice of 
dissolution of the partnership, which notice had been delivered to the 
defendant for his signature; or, in default, that the tiff, or some 
other person, might-be nominated to sign the notice in the 
the plaintiff’s solicitor, and to deliver the same to him. c 
came on for hearing, but on the defendant undertaking to sign a notice of 
dissolution for the purpose of the same being advertised in the London 
Gazette, to be settled by the court in case the parties differed, no order 
was made on the wotion, except that the cost of the application were to 
be costs in the action. In December, 1885, a summons was taken out on 
behalf of the plaintiff asking that the defendant might be ordered to 
pay the plaintiff’s costs of the action, including the costs of this >» oo 
tion, or for directions as to the mode of trial of the action. It was 
agreed to have the question of costs, which was the only question really 
remaining to be determined, decided on this summons. Kay, J., after 
referring to Troughton v. Hunter (18 Beav. 470) said that he had no doubt 
that, as part of the machinery for winding up a partnership, the court 
had jurisdiction to order a partner to sign a notice of dissolution for 
insertion in the Lendon Gazette. If the court had jurisdiction to wind 
up a partnership why should it not have jurisdiction to make such an 
order as asked where only one point remained to be determined 
without going on to wind up the whole partnership. His lordship could 
see no reason why the court should not have this jurisdiction. His lord- 
ship then p ed to deal with the question of costs, and ultimately 
decided that the defendant must the costs of the action.—Covnss1, 
Hastings, Q.C., Bigland Wood; Pearson, Q.C., Cree, Soxrcrrors, W. I. 
Cooper ; H. C. Barker. 
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PEAT v. NICHOLSON—Kay, J., 18th March. 


Mortcacr—Forscrosurgs Actron—Onrpsr FoR Forscuosure ARsoLuTa— 
DiscHarcE or Recervern—Monnzy ov Recerver’s Hanns. 


In this case the question arose whether the receipt by a receiver of the 
rents of nrorteaged S property after an order for absolute had 
been made, bu ore it had been finally 
closure. The action was for the foreclosure 


the rents and profits of the mortgaged property was appointed on the 22nd 












































































THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Mar. 27, 1886. 








356 





of January, 1885. The ordinary foreclosure judgment was given on the 
21st of March, 1885, giving six months from the date of the certificate 
for redemption. The certificate was made on the 10th of August, 1885, 
so that the 6th of February, 1886, became the day for redemption. The 
defendants failed to pay the amount which was found due from them. 
On the 13th of February, 1886, an order absolute for final foreclosure was 
made. Onthe appointment to settle.the minutes, the registrar required 
an order discharging the receiver to be produced before the final order 
was passed, on the ground that if any ace appeared to be due to the 
plaintiffs from the receiver the foreclosure would be re-opened. The 
plaintiffs now applied that the receiver might be discharged and that he 
ht be ordered to pass his final account, and pay the balance to the 
plaintiffs, and that the minutesof the final order as given out by the registrar 
might be passed; or, in the alternative, that, if necessary, a fresh day 
=— be fixed for the money due tothe plaintiffs, after crediting the 
ce to be received from the receiver, to be paid by the defendants. 
Notice of this motion had been served upon the defendants, who did not 
however appear. From the affidavit of one of the plaintiffs it appeared 
that the receiver had in hand a small balance of about £15, which he had 
collected in respect of the mortgaged property since the order for 
foreclosure absolute. Reference was made to a similar case of Jenner- 
Fust v. Needham (ante pp. 255, 271), in which Pearson, J., held that a 
fresh account must be taken of what was due to the plaintiffs, and that 
the receiver must pass his accounts, and also toa case of Farquhar v. 
Young (ante p. 304), in which Chitty, J., made the order dispensing with 
the account, the defendant not objecting. Kay, J., said that he would 
follow the decision of Pearson, J., in Jenner-Fust v. Needham. The order 
would, therefore, direct the receiver to pass his final account and pay the 
balance in his hands to the plaintiffs in reduction of the amount due to 
them, and then to be discharged. The chief clerk would then certify the 
amount due to the plaintiffs, and the defendants would have a further 
period of one month after the date of the chief clerk’s certificate to 
redeem.—Counset, Seward Brice. Soutctrors, Jackson § Co., for Jackson § 
Jackson, Middlesbrough. 


WARNE v. LAWRENCE—Kay, J., 18th March. 


CoryricgutT—REGIsTRATION—INFRINGEMENT—INJUNCTION—IssvuE OF WRIT 
on THE Same Day as Recistration Mape—5 & 6 Vicr. c. 45, s. 24. 


The question arose in this case whether section 24 of 5 & 6 Vict. c. 45 is 
sufficiently complied with where the entry is made and the writ in the 
action issued on the same day, provided the entry is actually effected 
before the writ is issued. That section provides that no proprietor of 

ight in any book shall maintain any action in respect of any 
feliananent unless he shall, before commencing such action, have caused 
an entry to be made in the book of the —~y of the Stationer’s Com- 
y of such book, pursuant to the Act. e action was brought for an 
junction to restrain the defendants from iafringing the plaintiffs’ copy- 
ight in two books intended for the use of children, and entitled ‘‘ The 
phabet of Animals” and ‘‘The Globe Alphabet.”” The defendants 
admitted that they had infringed the plaintiffs’ copyright by importing 
from America and selling books, which, although the defendants were 
unaware of the fact, were a colourable imitation of the plaintiffs’ books. 
On the 9th of March, 1886, the plaintiffs registered their copyright, and 
on the same day they issued their writ in the action. On behalf of the 
defendants it was contended that there was no evidence that the entry at 
Stationer’s Hall was made before the writ was issued, and, further, that 
in any case the court could not “‘ divide a day,’’ and, therefore, would not 
consider what had been done as beinga sufficient compliance with the statute. 
Evidence was then given on behalf of the plaintiffs to prove that the regis- 
tration was made earlier in the day than the writ was issued. Kay, J., said 
that all that the Act of Parliament said that registration must be made 
before the commencement of the action. Unless obliged by some 
authority to hold that, in a matter of this kind, the court could not divide 
a day, hislordship would decline to cometo a conclusion so manifestly absurd. 
The entry at Stationer’s Hall having been made before the writ was issued, 
—_ on the same day, the requirement of the Act was thereby 
._ Upon the submission of the defendants, his lordship granted a 
9 injunction, with an inquiry as to profits made by the sale of the 
, the defendants undertaking to send back to America such of the 
books as remained in their possession.-—CounseL, Graham Hastings, Q.C., 
and Upjohn ; Aston, Q.C., and Northmore Lawrence. Soxicrtors, 7. 8. 
Coz ; Davidson § Morriss. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
Re ALLINGHAM—C. A. No. 2, 24th March. 


Costs—Taxation — Mortcacer’s Costs—ArriicaTion By TRUSTEE IN 
— or Mortcacor—Souicitors’ Act (6 & 7 Vict. c. 73), ss. 37, 
39. 
» 39. 


This was an application, by the trustee in the bankruptcy of a mort- 
gagor, for the taxation of the bill of costs of the mo ee’s solicitor in 
relation to the realization of the security by the sale of the mortgaged 

roperty. The application was by originating summons, which was 
Coa by Pearson, J., in chambers, when the objection was taken on 
behalf of the solicitor, on the authority of Ez parte Marsh (L. R. 15 Q B. 
D. 341, 29 Soricrrors’ Jovrnat, 639), that a trustee in bankruptcy could 
not apply, under the Solicitors’ Act, for taxation of a bill of costs. In 
that case the Court of Appeal (Brett, M.R., and Baggallay and Fry, 


Court of Bankruptcy of the costs of the solicitor to a trustee in bafk. 
ruptcy, and that a solicitor ought not to pay the costs of a taxation when 
more than one-sixth had been taxed off his bill. Brett, M.R., said that a 
trustee in bankruptcy is not one of the persons named in the Act as 
entitled to make an application for taxation. On the authority of this 
dictum Pearson, J., held: that the taxation should take place in the bank. 
ruptey, and refused the application. In the Court of Appeal the solicitor 

ised the objection that the bill of costs had been already paid by the 
mortgagee, and that no special circumstances were shewn. The heari 
of the appeal stood over in order that evidence might be adduced on this 
point, and it then ap that the solicitor had conducted the sale of 
the property, and had received the purchase-money, and had retained his 
costs out of it, but there had been no other payment. It was then urged, 
on behalf of the solicitor, that, there having been no payment, a special 
application to tax was unnecessary, but a taxation might have been 
obtained as of course, and the solicitor ought not to pay the additional 
costs of a special application. The Court (Corron, Bown, and Fay, 
L.JJ.) held that a taxation ought to have been directed, and that the 
ground of the decision of Pearson, J., was wrong, but that the solicitor 
must pay the costs of the appeal. Corron, L.J., said that the business 
was not in any way business in the bankruptcy. The mortgagor, who 
was entitled under the third party clause to tax the bill, happened to 
have become a bankrupt, and the right to tax had devolved on the trustee, 
who must apply for taxation in the ordinary way. It turned out that 
there had been no payment of the bill. It was not necessary to decide 
whether the application to tax must be taken to have been a special one 
or not. The solicitor had contended, in the Court of Appeal, that the 
bill had been paid and he was wrong in that contention, and he must pay 
the costs of the a) The costs in the court below and the costs of the 
taxation would follow the result of the taxation. Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., 
concurred.—CounsgL, Ellis J. Davis; Onslow. Soutcrrors, R. Raphael ; 
Allingham & Pearce. 


THE MAYOR, &c., OF BRISTOL v. COX—Pearson, J., 19th March. 


This was an application on the part of the defendant in an action 
wherein the Ps sea some time since obtained an ex parte injunction to 
restrain the defendant, then ex-President of the Bristol Incorporated Law 
Society, from publishing, in his own name or on behalf of the society, 
adverse comments on the conditions of sale adopted by the Bristol Sanitary 
Authority on the sale of surplus lands acquired by them under their 
compulsory powers in the course of making various new streets and 
improvements in the city of Bristol. The case was reported by us at the 
time, (29 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 343) and it appeared that the authority 
published conditions of sale under which they gave no title, warranty, or 
covenant, express or implied, suffered no requisitions or observations on 
title to be made, and produced no deeds whatever. This the Bristol 
Law Society considered so unfair and unusual a thing for a public 
body or any other vendor of bm ag to do that, on the occasion of 
a sale by auction under conditions similar to those mentioned, they 
inserted an advertisement in the local papers, signed by the defendant, 
calling attention to it, and suggesting that certain questions be asked at the 
sale touching the matter. The sanitary authority therefore obtained an 
ex parte injunction stopping the further insertion of the advertisement 
and against the defendant from attending at the sale and stating 
anything in public tending to prejudice or disparage the vendors’ title. 
In the course of the proceedings a summone for discovery was issued 
by the defendant, the object being, amongst other things, to obtain 
inspection of an opinion of counsel of eminence, which the plaintiffs were 
known to have taken on a previous occasion, and which was believed to 
have been adverse to the course they pursued. The summons was ad- 
journed into court, where it was ordered that if the plaintiffs refused to 
— it they should not refer to it in any manner in their proceedings. 

he case is reported (33 W. R. 255, L. R. 26 Ch. D. 678). On the action 
coming on for hearing before Pearson, J., in August last, his lordship, 
after a long hearing running into three days, adjourned it over the Long 
Vacation, in the hope that the parties might agree out of court, but, 
as they failed to do so, the case came on —_ in November last, when 
an arrangement was made by consent dis ing the action without costs, 
and on terms that neither of the parties was to be prejudiced by such 
dismissal or by anything which had taken place in the action. An appli- 
cation was now made to Pearson, J., for an order on the plaintiffs to 
produce their brief to the registrar, to enable him to draw up the order 
of court which would in effect dissolve the injunction. Counsel for the 
defendant stated that, as the plaintiffs did not draw up the order, the 
defendant’s solicitors applied to the plaintiffs’ solicitors for their brief, in 
accordance with the 4 ae of the registrar of the court, and asked 
that the brief might be lent in order that the plaintiffs might be saved the 
trouble and expense of attending by their solicitors, as the defendant was 
willing to draw up the order without any expense to the plaintiffs. A 
communication was then made to the clerk of the sanitary authority, 
the result of which was that the defendant's solicitors were told they 
might take any course they pleased, but the plaintiffs’ brief would not be 
handed over or produced. All amicable proposals having been exhausted, 
it became necessary to make an application to the court, and this 
summons had been issued. In reply to the Judge, counsel for the 
defendant read the terms of the arrangement indorsed on his brief, 
and counsel for the plaintiffs stated that the indorsement of his 
brief agreed, adding that he had an affidavit by Mr. Heaven, the clerk 
to the authority, who said he understood no order was intended to be 
drawn up and that bygones were to be bygones. Pxarson, J., 
asked how an action could be dismissed without an order, and, after 
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to leave their brief at the registrar’s office within one week, so 
that the order might be drawn up; and if this was not done the order to be 
drawn upon production of the defendant’s brief alone. He also directed 
the plaintiffs to pay all the costs of the application. 





HUGHES v. TWISDEN—North, J., 22nd March. 


PARTNERSHIP—F'rrm or Soxicrrors—INVESTMENT BY ONE PARTNER ON Im- 
pRoPER SEcuRITY—NEGLIGENCE—F RAUD—Score or Bustness—Lt1aBILity 
or Fre. 


This case raised the question of the liability of the innocent partners in 
a firm of solicitors for the negligence and fraud of their co-partner. The 
plaintiff, Lloyd Warren George Hughes, was tenant in tail of a sum of 
$3,557 4s. 4d. standing in court, representing the proceeds of certain 
realty in an action of Barnwell v. Iremonger. A firm of solicitors, Parker, 
Hayes, Barnwell, & Twisden, had acted for the plaintiff and other mem- 
bers of his family in this suit and for many years previous, Charles Lewes 
Parker being the partner who conducted the plaintiff's business. In May, 
1869, the apres at the suggestion of Parker, executed a disentailing 
deed of the money in court, with a view to its being invested on the 
security of a leasehold property near Eton. This security was offered to 
the plaintiff by Parker in a letter, the material parts of which were in 
these terms, ‘‘ As to the security, it would consist of the mortgage of a 
house at Eton College belonging to a relative of mine who formerly 
resided there, but has now let it to one of the Eton masters at £300 a year. 
My relative holds it on lease from the college at a small rent, which lease 
is renewable every fourteen years. I would not have mentioned the 
security unless I had felt quite satisfied as to the safety of the investment, 
and the interest would be paid half-yearly through my hands; you cannot 
get more than five per cent. except in companies or foreign securities, where 
the risk is considerable.’’ The leasehold in fact belonged to a relative of 
Parker’s for life, with remainder to Parker absolutely, and was for forty 
years and not renewable, though the lessors had been in the habit of 
renewing. The plaintiff accordingly gave a power of attorney to Parker 
and T. E. Twisden (another of the partners) to get the money out of court, 
which was done, £33 7s. 10d. being remitted to the plaintiff, and, as to 
the remainder, £3,400 (after deducting costs), the plaintiff was informed by 
Parker that he had invested it as arranged, and he forwarded a memorandum 
in these terms :—‘‘On belalf of Jane Parker, of Benfield-grove, Berks, 
inster, and myself, I hereby acknowledge to have this day received of 
Lloyd Warren George Hughes, of Coed Helen, in the county of 
Carnarvon, Esquire, the sum of £3,400, and that such sum has been 
advanced by him at interest at £5 per cent. per annum, payable half- 
yearly, and that the under-mentioned title-deeds have been deposited 
with me as solicitor for, and that I hold them on behalf of, the said 
L. W. G. Hughes as a security for the repayment to the said L. W. G. 
Hughes of the said sum of £3,400 and interest.—C. L. Parxgr.’? Jane 
Parker, mentioned as the lite tenant, died in August, 1870, whereupon 
Parker became solely entitled to the then residue of the term of years 
granted by the lease. Parker, in October, 1881, concealing the existence 
of the equitable mortgage to the plaintiff, borrowed £1,500 on a legal 
mortgage of the lease from the defendant, Harriett Anna Hayes, which, 
under the circumstances, took priority over plaintiff's equitable 
mortgage. Subsequently Parker absconded, having paid interest to 
the plaintiff till January, 1881. The value of the security was in- 
sufficient to meet the legal mortgage for £1,500 and the equitable 
mortgage for £3,400, and this action was brought against the sur- 
viving partner of the firm, Thomas Edward ‘wisden, and the 
representatives of two deceased partners claiming a declaration that they 
were jointly and severally liable to make good to the plaintiff the sum of 
£3,400 and all loss sustained by the plaintiff by reason of the fraud of 
C. L. Parker, and for consequential relief. Norru, J., in giving judg- 
ment, said that, in the month of April, 1859, the lease of a house at Eton 
was granted to Charles Parker in consideration of the surrender of the 
existing lease and a fine, and, but for an Act which had been passed in 
1868, would have been renewable by custom, and might properly be 
called a renewable lease. In 1869 the lease belonged to one Jane Parker, 
for life, and subject thereto to Charles Lewes Parker absolutely. He was 
a member‘of a firm of solicitors who had acted for the plaintiff and other 
members of his family in an action of Barnwell v. Iremonger. In that suit 
there was a sum of money in court to which the plaintiff was entitled in 
tail. He came to the conclusion that the plaintiff had seen the corres- 
pondence between his mother and Mr. Parker with reference to disentail- 
ing this money, and that, on the 19th of May, 1869, Parker had called on 
the plaintiff at Cambridge and got the disentailing deed executed by him, 
when some conversation took place with reference to the investment of 
the money. The money could not be made available at once, but 
eventually it was got out of court and from the bill of costs of the 
defendants, the costs relating to the power of attorney executed to 
Twisden and Parker by the plaintiff, and their pleadings, it appeared that 
the whole sum was received by the firm, and paid by ra in two 
cheques on the 14th of July: one, of £33, being to the plaintiff ‘‘or order”’ ; 
the other, for £3,400, being payable to the plaintiff ‘‘or bearar.”” On the 
15th the memorandum was executed, but it did not appear to have been 
sent to the plaintiff till August. The deeds were never sent, and the 
| er rogs never had them, So matters remained till 1875. In that year 
‘arker committed a gross fraud. He was then mortgagor, and, 
having the deeds, ignored the plaintiff's mortgage and conveyed 
the legal estate to Mrs. Hayes. The next thing was in 1881, when Mr. 
Twisden discovered the mo of 1869, and it was from his communi- 
cations that the plaintiff found out that the legal estate was paramount 


being renewable in consequence of the Act of Parliament, fell in 

value and was not sufficient to pay the equitable c » where- 

upon the plaintiff had got in the £1,500 mo 4 here were 

thus two transactions to be kept quite distinct, that of 1869, and that of 

1875. The mortgage of 1869 was founded on the statements of Parker 

contained in letter of May 5. There was a representation there that 

not Parker, but a relative, was the mortgagor, the only reference to him- 

self was as being the person through whose hands the interest would be 

aid. But the statement of claim did not allege the money was advanced 

in the belief that it was to some person other than Parker; and his lord- 

ship came to the conclusion, from the evidence, that the plaintiff knew 

Parser was one of the mortgagors. Then, what misrepresention was 

Parker guilty of in 1869? The plaintiff had not relied on Parker's state- 

ment, that the lease was renewable, as an inducement to make the 

advance of £3,400, but had acted on the confidence which he placed in 

Parker and the firm of which he was a member. It had been argued 

that, if a statement was likely to be material towards inducing a man to 

enter into a contract, it was a presumption of law that it was material, 

and for this proposition Redgrave v. Hurd (30 W. R. 251, L. R. 20 Ch. D. 1) 

had been referred to. There the late Master of the Rolls was reported to 

have said: ‘‘If it is a material representation calculated to induce him 
to enter into the contract, it is an inference of law that he was 

induced by the representation to enter into it.”’ In the next 
case reported, that of Smithv. Chadwick (L. R. 20 Ch. D. 44), the same 

judge said: ‘‘On the question of the materiality of the statement— 

if the court sees, on the face of it, that it is of such a nature 

as would induce a person to enter into the contract, or would 

tend to induce him to do so, or that it would be part of the inducement 

to enter into the contract, the inference is, if he entered into the contract, 

that he acted on the inducement so held out, and you want no evidence 

that he did so act.’”? The same case came before the House of Lords, 

and at p. 195 of L. R. 9 App. Cas. Lord Blackburn commented on the 
passage in Redgrave v. Hurd, and had said, ‘‘I think it is not possible to 
maintain that it is an inference of law.’? Looking then at these cases, as 
stating the law correctly, he came to the conclusion that it was not a pre- 
sumption of law, but a piece of evidence from which the court might 
draw the inference of fact. In point of fact, looking at the evidence, he 
did not find there was a misrepresentation on which the plaintiff relied in 
making the mortgage. It was clear that, under the circumstances, the 
mortgage was not a proper one, but it was too much to say that it was a 
fraud to allow the deeds to remain in the custody of the mo r. 
It was, no doubt, great negligence on the part of Parker, but 
there was no misrepresentation for which the defendants were 
liable, and the Statute of Limitations was a bar to the action so far as 
based on negligence. The case differed materially from Blair v. Bromley 
(2 Phil. 354) and St. Aubyn v. Smart (L. R. 3 Ch. 646), cited by the plain- 
tiff; in those cases the money had been made away with while in the 
custody of the firm; here, though the money had been received by the 
firm, it had been paid away in pursuance of the plaintiff’s directions. 
Coming to the transaction of 1875, it could not be said there was fraud 
on the part of any other member of the firm than Parker, and the 
question was, Could they be made liable for it? The fraud consisted in 
making a legal mo while conce: the equitable mortgage. If 
the £1,500 raised on that legal mortgage been received by the firm 
the case might have been different, but it had never been suggested the 
firm knew anything about it. The fraud had not been done in the course 
of the business of the firm; it was not part of the business of a firm to 
misappropriate deeds of its clients. The case came within the proposi- 
tion laid down by Lindley, L.J., in his book on Partnership, 4th ed., 
vol. I., p. 309, that, “as fraud committed by a partner whilst ave on 
his own separate account is not imputable to the firm, although, | he 
not been connected with the firm, he ht not have been in a position to 
commit the fraud.”’ But it had been said that it was in the course of the 
business of the firm to hold the deeds, and that, Parker having under- 
taken to do that, the firm was liable. He was not satisfied that it was 
part of the duty of the firm to hold deeds undertaken to be held bya 
member of the firm, and there was no evidence to shew that they did get 
the custody of them. But, even if they were deposited with the firm, 
the statement of claim contained no allegation in respect of this negli- 
gence, and had there been it would have been barred by the statute. 
Under these circumstances the action failed, but, considering the fact 
that the plaintiff had lost by the negligence of one member of the firm, 
and that they would have been liable had not the Statute of Limitations 
applied, he would follow the course adopted by Malins, V.C., in Plumer v. 
Gregory (L. R. 18 Eq. 621), and dismiss the action without costs.— 
Counsgt, W. Barber, Q.C., and O. Leigh Clare ; J. Rigby, Q.C., and W. D. 
Rawlins. Soxrcrrors, F. Brooke, for Turner, Allanson, ¢ Evans; R. A. 
Kelley. 





Re ARTHUR WELLESLEY WESLEY, a Solicitor—Q. B. Div. 
(Mathew and A. L. Smith, JJ.), 24th March. 


Hollams applied, on behalf of the Law Society, upon a solicitor 
to answer the matters of an affidavit, or, in the al ve, to be struck 
off the rolls. He stated that the solicitor did not appear, and that the 
facts were that, in December, 1884, the solicitor was ae a Mr. 
Sewell to recover a sum of £10 3s. from one Williams, 
due under a bill of exchange. On the 8th of December he got 
Sewell to swear an affidavit to lead to a process in the Mayor’s Court as 
to the jurisdiction. No summons, however, was issued; no process was 
taken there. On the following day, the 9th of December, he told Sewell 
that a summons had been issued, and had been served. That was not 





to the equitable charge. Parker then disappeared. The lease, not 
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the fact. On the 12th of December he paid Sewell a small sum, 
3s., the balance of the money, and he promised that, as soon as 
he received the rest, he would carry it over. As a fact, on the 
12th of December he did receive an instalment of £2 from Williams, and 
he received further instalments on the 13th, 15th, and 23rd of Decem- 
ber, amounting in all to the sum that was due. “So that he had 
received the whole sum by the 23rd of December. On the 29th of 
December he saw Sewell, and told him he had not received the 
money, but expected to receive it that day, and on the following day, the 
30th, he wrote a letter to Sewell, saying, ‘‘ Just a line to say I expect 
W.’s money to-morrow, or the next dey.” That was a week after 
he had received it. It appeared there were no costs owing to the solicitor, 
and that, with the exception of some £2, none of the money was handed 
over. 

Maruew, J.—I suppose there has been a communication by the In- 
corporated Law Society with this solicitor. . 

Hollams. —Yes, my lord, several applications were made, but no 
satisfactory explanation or answer was received. In one of his letters he 
says, “‘If you persist in the course mentioned ’’—that is, of referring the 
matter to the Law Society—‘‘I shall, in all probability be struck off the 
rolls.” That shows no explanation could be made, and no explanation 
has been forthcoming. I have the usual affidavit of service on the 
solicitor. - 

Martuews, J.—We make the order, but it ig not to be drawn up fora 
week after notice to the solicitor, in order that he may apply. 


A similar order was made on the 3rd of March in Re Edward Ord, a 
solicitor. } 








SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Notice. 


In pursuance of the resolution passed at the Annual General Meeting 
held on the 15th of July, 1881, to the effect that meetings of the society 
should be held in January and April, a Special General Meeting of the 
members of the society will be held in the Hall of the society on Friday, 
the 30th of April, 1886. 

Members who may wish to move resolutions should send copies of them 
to the secretary not later than the 5th of April. Notice of the proposed 
motions will afterwards be sent to each member of the society. 
By order, 

(Signed) E. W. Wriu1aMson, 


March 19. Secretary. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The debate on the 23rd inst. was upon a motion introduced by Mr. 
Holmes Gore, ‘‘ That Socialism tends to the security of the State.”” The 
—— was supported by two visitors, Messrs. Sidney Webb and E. R. 

‘ease, and by Messrs. Corbould, Lloyd-Jones, Woodhouse, 
E. Todd, eeler, Anderson, and Napier. Upon a division, it was 
found (visitors not being cntitled to vote) that the opener had no 
supporters. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The subject for discussion on Monday last was Mr. Moyle’s motion, 
‘ That the action for breach of promise of marriage should be abolished.” 
Had he been permitted, he would have preferred to limit himself to the 
cases where ial damage was not proved, but the house decided other- 
wise. Mr. ce Eiloart followed, contra, and was seconded by Mr. 
8 , on the same side. Mr. Kains Jackson and Mr. Marcus followed 
. Moyle, while Mr. Eiloart’s a, included Mr. Lazarus, Mr. 
Rawlinson, Mr. Richardson, and others. The sense of the house was 
antagonistic to the p change, the numbers at the close 

of the debate being—for the motion, four; and against, fourteen. 





LIVERPOOL LAW STUDENTS’ ASSOCIATION. 

The fifth meeting of the session was held on the 22nd inst.; Mr. George 
Hime, solicitor, in the chair. A discussion took place on the following 
question :—A. promises to marry B. as soon as C., his father, dies. During 

/.’8 life A. marries D., who dies before C. On the death of D., B. sues 


A. for breach of promise. A. pleads that before the action he was, and 
still is, willing to B. mn B. recover es? The affirmitive 
was opened by Mr. P. C. Kelly, who was su Messrs. Morriso 
in favou prep dar and ot supported z. Ms EW, Richmond 
our was su) .d. H. 
R. W. Davies, and A. G. Inglis. ¢ chairman having summed up, the 
e 


was put to the meeting, when the affirmative was carried a 
oftwo. There were twenty-eight members present. bad 


i 


LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joszeru Frepericxk W1iu1aM Rrrson, solicitor, of Wigton, has bee 
appointed clerk to the Wigton Board of Guardians, Assessment Com. 
mittee, School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority, 
Mr. Ritson was admitted a solicitor in 1885. 


Mr. Wi111am Onrorp, jun., solicitor, of Manchester, has been —— 
by the High Sheriff of Staffordshire (Mr. James Chadwick) to be Under. 
Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Orford is the son of 
Mr. William Orford, solicitor. He was admitted in 1885. 


Mr. Cartes Sypnzy Pryce, solicitor, of Montgomery and Bishop's 
Castle, has been appointed Clerk to the Forden Board of Guardians, 
Assessment Committee, School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary 
Authority. Mr. Pryce was admitted a solicitor in 1885. 


Mr. Henry Srarrorp Gustarp, solicitor and notary (of the firm of 
Gustard & Llewellin), of Newport and Usk, has been appointed Deputy. 
Clerk of the Peace for Monmouthshire. Mr. Gus was admitted a 
solicitor in 1865. 

Mr. Davip Lone Price, solicitor, of Talley, has been — by the 
High Sheriff of Carmarthenshire (Lieutenant-General Sir James Hill 
Johnes) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Price is registrar of the Lampeter County Court and clerk to the county 


magistrates for the Llandovery Division. Mr. Price was admitted a 
solicitor in 1855. 


Mr. Perer Epwarp Hanszit, solicitor (of the firm of Hansells & 
Hales), of Norwich and Cromer, has been appointed by the High Sheriff 
of Norfolk (Mr. William Morris) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for 
the ensuing year. Mr. Hansell was admitted a solicitor in 1855. 


Mr. Witu1amM Picton Evans, solicitor (of the firm of Jenkins & Evans), 
of Cardigan, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Cardiganshire 
(Mr. John Charles Horford) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Evans was admitted a solicitor in 1861. He is clerk 
to the county istrates and to the Commissioners of Income Tax. Hi 
partner, Mr. Richard David Jenkins, is town clerk of the borough of 
Lampeter. 


Mr. Tuomas Wrake Rarcuirr, solicitor, of 60, New Broad-street, and 
43, White Horse-street, Stepney, has been appointed a Deputy-Lien- 
tenant for the Tower Hamlets. Mr. Ratcliff was admitted a solicitor in 
1845. He is coroner for the Liberty of the Tower, clerk to the Limehouse 
District Board of Works, and returning officer for the Tower Hamlets. 
His son and partner, Mr. Sydney George Ratcliff, is returning officer for 
the borough of Hampstead. 


Mr. Gzorcz Lewis Garcia, barrister, has been appointed to officiate as 
Solicitor-General of Trinidad. Mr. Garcia is the eldest son of Mr. 
George Garcia, of Trinidad, and was born in 1845. He was called to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1868. 


Mr. Epwarp Winpzartt, solicitor (of the firm of Windeatt & Windeatt), 
of Totnes, has been appointed by the “— Sheriff of Devonshire (Mr. 
Henry Bingham Mildmay) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Windeatt was admitted a solicitor in 1873. 


Mr. Epwarp Trevor, solicitor, of Bridgwater and Nether Stowey, has 
been appointed Clerk to the magistrates at the former place, on the 
resignation of his father, Mr. James Trevor. Mr. E. Trevor was 
admitted a solicitor in 1879. 


Mr. Harry Bevir, solicitor, of Wootton Bassett, has been appointed 
by the High Sheriff of Wiltshire (Sir Henry Bruce Meux) to be Under- 
Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Bevir was admitted a 
solicitor in 1872. e is clerk to the Cricklade Board of Guardians, 
Assessment Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority. 


Mr. Joun C. Cranks, solicitor, of Liverpool, has been appointed a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Chancery of the County Palatine 
of Lancaster. 


Mr. Epwarp Krnns, solicitor, of 12, Vaughan-road, Coldharbour-lane, 
8.E., has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Joun Bow.tne, ‘solicitor, of Leeds, Official Receiver in Bank- 
ruptcy for the Leeds District, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, 


Freprrick Stsruen Dauncey and Caartes Dauncey, solicitors (F. 8. 

& C. Dauncey), Newport, Tredegar, and Ebbw Vales March 11. The 

Newport business will be carried on by the said F. 8S. Dauncey in his own 

name and for his sole benefit; and the said C. Dauncey will continue the 

ae a and Ebbw Vale businesses in his own name and for his sole 
nefit. 


Dan Jones and Warren Henry Paring, solicitors (Jones & Pride), 
Liverpool. March 13. (Gazette, March 19.} 
Geoxuce Herpent Putts and Epwanp Lory Puruirs, solicitors 


(G. H. & E. L. Phillips), Bacup and Ramsbottom. March 6. The busi- 
ness will in future be carried on by the said George Herbert Phillips. 





‘ [Gacette, March 23.] 
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OBITUARY. 


MR, JOHN WATSON, 


Mr. John Watson, solicitor, of Pickering, died on the 23rd inst. Mr. 
Watson was born in 1832. He was admitted a solicitor about the year 
1855, and he practised for several years at Pickering, where he was in 
partnership with Mr. James Dove Whitehead. He was for some years 
clerk to the county magistrates, and soon after his retirement from 

tice he was appointed a magistrate for the North Riding of Yorkshire. 

e was most active in the discharge of his magisterial duties, and his long 
professional experience was of very great value. Mr. Watson leaves a 
widow, but no family. 


MR, DANIEL PARKER PELLATT. 


Mr. Daniel Parker Pellatt, solicitor, of Banbury, died on the 12th inst. 
Mr. Pellatt was born in 1820. He was admitted ‘a solicitor in 1859, when 
he became a member of the firm of Rolls & Pellatt, and he practised at 
Banbury till his death. In 1865 he succeeded the late Mr. Rolls as clerk 
of the peace for the Borough of Banbury, and he filled that post for nearly 
twenty-one years. Mr. Pellatt was also formerly clerk to the Southern 
Turnpike Trust, and solicitor to the Banbury Gas Company and the Ban- 
bury Water Company, and a perpetual commissioner for Oxfordshire and 
Northamptonshire. He was for many years churchwarden of Banbury 
parish church. Mr. Pellatt was — on the 17th inst. 


MR, BEN HAWKRIDGE COCKAYNE. 


Mr. Ben Hawkridge Cockayne, solicitor, of Nottingham, Grantham, 
and Newark, died at Nottingham on the 9th inst. . Cockayne was 
born in 1841, and was educated at the Birmingham Grammar School. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1864, having served his articles with his 
uncle, Mr. Ben Hawkridge, to whose business at Nottingham he afterwards 
succeeded, and he had also branch offices at Grantham and Newark. 
Mr. Cockayne was an able advocate and had a considerable criminal 
business. He had managed several borough elections and election 
petitions for the Conservative party. Since 1883 he had been a member 
of the Nottingham Town Council, as a representative of the Byron 
Ward. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


A committee of inquiry into the law of copyright is now holding 
sittings at the Foreign Office, consisting of Mr. Bryce, M.P., Sir Thomas 
Farrer, Mr. Bergne, of the Foreign Office, Mr. Adams, the British repre- 
sentative at the conference in Switzerland, Sir O. Tupper, High Com- 
missioner for Canada, Mr. Bramston, of the Colo’ Office, and Mr. 
Jenkyns. 

On Wedvesday, Mr. Baron Huddleston took occasion to remark that the 
Royal Courts of Justice seemed to have been designed and constructed so 
as to combine every oo por: inconvenience to every person connected with 
them. When consulted as to the proposed new courts at Birmingham, he 
had said that, whatever was done, he strongly advised them not to copy 
the Royal Courts of Justice of London. 


In the House of Commons last week, in reply to Mr. M. Howard, Mr. 
Broadhurst said :—The Secretary of State does not find that much of the 
time of the judges on circuit is spent on querter sessions cases. New 
circuit arrangements have very recently been made, with a view to the 
best distribution of judicial time between the metropolis and the 
provinces, and the Lord Ohancellor and the judges keep the subject 
always under their attention, with a view to any alterations which may 
from time to time appear desirable and practicable. 


In unveiling the monument to Mr. Street, R.A., in the Central Hall of 
tle Royal Courts, on Wednesday, the Lord Chancellor said :—“ It is im- 
possible for anyone to examine this vast building without being struck 
with astonishment at the enormous amount of labour that was expended 
upon it. He was not satisfied, having many courts to construct, to d 
one as a pattern for all. Every court was separately d ed, with all its 
details of ornament, by himself. No doubt this b ding has been 
criticized. I believe it would — have been the case whatever human 
architect had been engaged. Human tastes differ, and human ideas of 
human wants and requirements and views differ as to the best way of 
meeting them. It must also be borne in mind that the architect was not 
left an entirely free hand. He had to work under certain conditions, and 
some of the ns faults laid to his charge, if faults they be, were due 
to the condi I am quite sure of this, that the more building is 
studied, and the longer the profession live in it, the more reason they will 
see to be grateful to the arc itect who designed it, and to be satisfied with 
the result of his labours.” 








At the meeting of the London Guarantee and Accident Company, 
Limited, held on Tuesday, the directors re that the new premiums 


for 1885 were £17,879 10s. 1d. The premium income for the year, less 
bonus and rebates to assured and reassurances, was £42,656 15s. 6d., and 
the interest on investments £3,786 lls. A dividend of 4s. per share, 
free of income tax, was declared. The reserve fund amounts to £43,000, 
and the assets of the Company on the 3lst of December were 









£106,810 18s. 10d. 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 











COMPANIES. 
WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock CoMPANIEs. 
IN CHANCERY. 

BROOKFIELD RUBBER COMPANY, LIMITED.—Petition for winaing up, presented 
March 16, directed to be heard before ay, J., on March Chandler, Fins- 
bury pavement, solicitor for the petitioner 

Four Oaks ae Sony 


MPANY, LIMITED.—Petition for bmn J uP, » presented March 
18, heard before Bacon, V.C., on Sa Tyrrell, 
Raymond blige c Gray’s inn, agent for ‘Clank and Co, ay ee, solicitors 
for the petitioner 
Grona SULPHUR Company, LimtTeD.—Petition for win: up, precente d March 
13, directed to be heard 1 before Chitty, J., on Saturday, ch 27. McDiarmid 
and Teather? Newman’s ct, — solicitors for the petitioner 
St. HELENS CoAL AND CLAY Co ay tition for win up, pre- 
sented March 15, directed to Ny J., on Genter 27. 
Kerly and Co, Gt Winchester st, solicitors for rs petitioner - 


CONSOLIDATED ExtgcTric Company, Luwrep.—By an order made by North, 
dated March 13, it was quiaeel ah that the voluntary winding S| e company 
~ — eae and Blythe, Craven st, Charing solicitors for 
e petitioners 
MASONIC AND GENERAL ASSURANCE ComPaNy, LimITED.—By an order made 
by Pearson, J., es ne it was ordered that the company be wound up. 
icklin — Go, Triuity sq, Southwark, solicitors for the petitioner. 
sevdenly hes fixed Wednesday, March 31 at 11, at his chambers, for the appoint- 
ment of an official liquidator 
PiumpTon Coursinec Company, LimiTep.—Petition for winding up, presented 
March 18, directed to be henrd before Kay, J., on Saturday, April'3 3. Nye and 
Co, Serjeants’ =. Fleet oa, solicitors for the petitioner 
Tees GOLD MINEs ANY, LIMITED.—By an pos md made by Bacon, V 
ted March 13, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Pettiver a 
oo Golless st, College hill, solicitors for the petitioners 


[ Gazette, March 23.] 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Bray FRATERNAL BENEFIT Society, Hind’s Head Inn, Bray, Berks. eS. 


Pook MAn’s FRIEND LopGE, Independent Order of Odd Fellows Manchester 
Unity, New Market Tavern, Rochdale, Lancaster. 
t Gasette, March 23.) 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
STANDING, Mary ANN ALNER, Blackheath rd, Greenwich. April 5. Bowring v 
Standing, Bacon, V.C. Collins and Wilkinson, Walbroc 
STRONG, TinaM, C Clifton hill, St John’s Wood, April 12. Strong v 
WILTON, st, St James, O ty + April 6. _Dredgers of 
Whitsable Fane, King Bacon, V.C. pea § Drapers’ gardens, Throgmorton 


avenue 
, (Gazette, March t2.) 








CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 36. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


ARNELL, WILLIAM EpW. Gets Gent. April 20. Sowton, Chichester 
BiLackwooD, THOMAS, ‘Wednesbury. Stafford, Surgeon. April 2. Sheldon, 


Wednesb pgs 
Devee, Basen Caney Glebe ak Chelsea. May 1. Child and Norton, 
Borusn, Joms Wr21ax, Edgware ni, Ironmonger. April 24. Pyke and Minchin, 
me . » Wau, West } Brighton, Sussex, Gent. May 1. Longcroft 

=e wee. qe fs inn, Strand 

Harborough, Northampton. April 4%. Emmet 

and and Go, Bloomsbury 
DRYNAN, A ~ eee Srant, Dardigan rm, Richmond hill. April 5. Burn and Galloway, 
Dunn, Josspx, Roher Farm, Durham, Farmer. April 15, Lamb, Neweastle on 
Puts, FRANCIS L FaEpenion, Albemarle st, Piccadilly, Wine Merchant. April 
Fini, Jossrit, Chesham oy ee Farmer. April 1%. Francis and How, 
Grson, THomas, Ellesmere Park, Eccles, Lancaster, Commission Agent. April 


"13. Needham and Co, 
GRAVATT, GRORGH, Great Windsor, May. Gibbs, Bagshot 
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GREENHAM, JOHN, Lincoln, Gent. April 30. Toynbee and Co, Lincoln 
GREENHAM, MARGARET, Lincoln. April 30. Toynbee and Co, Lincoln 

Hatt, BrmwGeEtt, Lakenham, Norwich. May1. Sadd and Co, Norwich 
gees, Sees, Redditch, Worcester, Beerhouse Keeper. April 24. Tombs, 


Hockines, Mary Anno, L qton, Hants. April 17. Mooreand Co, Lymington 
Hunt, THomas, Lloyd’s place, Brompton rd, Job Master. May 1. Child and 

Norton, Sloane st ; : 
— , Bayham st, Camden Town, House Painter. April 30. Upton, 


cery lane 
Masx, Exiza, ¢ Crondall villas, Hounslow. May 1. Child and Norton, Sloane st 
MoorE, THomMas FarraR, Sowerby Bridge, Halifax, Woolstapler. April 13. 


NerHEncort — GEORGE, Ashbrittle, Somerset, Farmer. March 31. Bere and Son, 

verton 

ye | =< Barnsbury rd, Islington, Carriage Driver. April 30. Nockold, 
2 HODO 

— , Emma, Seymour pl, Marylebone rd. April 15. Upfill, North-end, 


on 
Sues, THomas, Bradford, York, Chimney Sweeper. April19. Hutchinson and 
Son, Bradford 


SICKERT, OSWALD ADALBERT, Pembroke gdns, Kensington, Artist. April 9. 
Pittman and Speechly, Guildhall chmbrs, Basinghall st 
——, THomas, Maidstone, Retired Builder. May 1. Stephens and Urmston, 
stone 
— Forbes, Hamilton ter, St John’s Wood, Esq. April 5. Kearsey and Co, 


0 ae 6 
—-, | Y, West Auckland, Durham. June 1. Trotter and Co, Bishop 
ucklan ! 
Srorer, ROBERT, West Auckland. Durham, Grocer. June 1. Trotter and Co, 
Bishop Auckland 
, BARBARA, Topsham, Devon. May 5. Walker, Congleton 
WOoLLcomBE, Ven HENRY, Ashbury, Devon. May 1. Burd, Okehampton 
‘Wokrtn, Joun, Plympton, Devon, Yeoman. May 12. Bone and Son, vonport 
Wricut, W1:1114M, Norwich, Timber Merchant. May 1. Sadd and Co, Norwich 
Gazette. March 12.) 
ALDRIDGE, WiiL1AM, Horsham, Sussex, Plumber. April 10. Rawlison and 
Butler, Horsham ; , 
7. enna, Central Meat Market, Meat Salesman. April 26. Wilson, 
‘ord row 
ASHWORTH, SaraH, Rochdale, Confectioner. April11. Stott and Co, Rochdale 
— Geman. Broadland, Petersfield, Southampton. April 20. Albery and 
urst 


cas, Midh: 
AVERY, ANNE, King’s Norton, Worcester. April 28. Buller and Co, Birmingham 
‘se ANGuws, Phillimore gdns, Kensington. May 1. Bannister, 
st 
Bowker, Tuomas, Flixton, nr Manchester, Gent. May 3. Heywood and Son, 
Manchester 


= JaNE Louisa, Ledbury rd, Bayswater. April 14. Meynell, Furni- 
8 
7, EDWARD, Langworth, Lincoln, Wheelwright. April 20. Harrison, 


BRAUMULLER, Oscak AUGUST JULIUs, Snow hill, Commission Merchant. April 
on Wells, Paternoster row 


a, THomas, Knaresbrough, York, Esq., May 13. Powell, Knares- 


ug! 
Dawson, EDwarD Tuomas, Rowston Hall, nr Hornsea, York, Merchant. April 
12. Roliit and Sons, Hull 


Dery, Rev WittaM, Liwynon, Pennal, Merionethshire. April 20. James, 
Union ct. Old Broad st 


EvsEtTon, JOHN, Droitwich, Worcester, out of business. March 23, Blick, 


, SAMUEL, Walsall, Stafford. May 15. Riley and Kettle, Wolverhampton 
Fox, GzorGz, Weston super Mare, Ironmonger. June 15. Merrick Head, 


Fox. GWaYs, WALTER AsTON, Shoeburyness, Essex, Colonel. April 30. 
Roopers and Whateley, Lincoln’s inn fields 
, JOHN, Birmiogham, Solicitor. April 28. Buller and Co, Birmingham 
Greaves, WILLIAM, Nottingham, Gent. April5. Freeth and Co, Nottinghain 
Hagpine, James, Selsey. Sussex, Yeoman. April 23. Sowton, Chichester 
HELLIWELL, JOHN, Brackenmoor, nr Bolsterstone, York, Coke Merchant. May 
1. Porrett, Sheffield 


HEMINGWAY, JOSEPH, Mirfield, York, Grocer. April3. Ibberson, Dewsbury 
Homey, Newgate st. Aprili5. Wells, Paternoster row 

HUTcHINe, WILLIAM, Paternoster sq, Railway Agent. April 10. Tatham and 
a Queen Victoria st 


—— ANNE, Morwinstow, Stratton, Cornwall. April 17. Cooke and Co, 


Joupaz, Jaume, Waterdell St Stephens, Herts. May 17. Sedgwick and Co, 


Kauycu, Exizapetu, Lucker, Northumberland. April 22. Dickinson and Miller, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 


LAWRENCE, Epwakp, Chorley, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. Aprils. Whitfield 
LAWRENCE, GEORGE, Balham hill, Surrey, Gent. April 30. Roopers d 
Whately, Lincoln’s inn fields ¥ ‘ ete 


Lioyp, wane, Ginareven, Hendre, Flint, Mine Agent. May 1. Jones and 


Liverpoo 
Lvcas, Wir, Wool, Dorset, Gent. April 30. Andrews and Co, Weymouth 
MANSFIELD, JAMES, Mickleover, Derby, Farmer. May 24. Mole and Stone, 
Meeet, THOMAS, Warminster, Wilts, Gent. June 24. Chapman and Ponting, 


Moorz, maguscr —. Fleet st. April1. Moore, Mitre ct chmbrs, Temple 


Paeeee omas, Welshpool, Montgomery, Esq. May 15. Jones, 


Pant, Joseru, Cheadle, Chester, Gent. May 31. Buckley and Miljer, Staly- 
Possiswali, HENEY Jou, Manchester, Solicitor. April 16. Kearsey and Co, 
Pyrgvs, WILLIAM, Kingston upon Hull. May 12. Jacksc m, Kingston upon Hull 

REYNOLDS, JoHN, Poulshot, Worton, Wilts, Farmer. May 1. Norris and Han- 
> MakgrtHua, Grange pk, Ealing. April 27. Barnard and Co, Lincoln’s inn 


Rosz, Hewry, Bletchingley, Surrey, Farmer. A 12, Stenning, Walbrook 
Bras, WiLLiax, Hinton, nr Trowb: e, Wilts, es. April o J ones, Trow- 
re. Rovget, Bunwell, Norfolk, Retired Brickmaker. May 6. Furness, 


SPENCER, JosEru, Bradford, York, Nailmaker. Mayi. Rawnsley, Bradford 

Srupes, ALIcE, Southend, . Aprilié. Willoughby and Wiach, Lancaster 

wt Davip, Waterfoct, Lancaster, Woollen Printing Master. April 20. 

Tx Witiam Dorsom, 1 1, Painter. May 11. Lumb, Liverpool 
a , Liverpool, . May 11. Lumb, Liv 

i ARAH, Devonshire pl, Portland pl. May 1. ff and Co, Gt James st, 


Min, Hewny Bergrow, Friern rd, East Dulwich, Esq. April 2%. Rolt, 





— 


Walaeninee, JoHN, Bootle, Lancaster, Gent. June 1. Spinks and Gawith, 
verpoo! 
Wess, Emma Etiza, Burgess hill, Sussex. April 26. Wilson, Bedford row 
wae beh Montagu sq, Barrister at Law. Mayi. Capron and Co, Savile 
, Conduit st = 
HITE, ELIZABETH, Midford, Southstoke, Somerset, Licensed Victualler. Apri] 
. Simmons and Co, Bath 
Woe, Mazy srry , Southport, Lancaster. April 20. Darley and Cumber. 
a Gazette, March 16,] 


Byeee, JAMES, West Lydford, Somerset, Yeoman. May 1. Newman and Co, 
e0 


BasTARD, GEORGE, Bursledon, Southampton, Yeoman. April 3. Hickman and 
Son, Southampton E ; 
BRADHERING, DANIEL, Falmouth, Cornwall, Ship Chandler. April 2. Jenkins, 

Falmouth z . 
One, ED Wine BENE TT, West Tarring, Sussex, Retired Millwright. April 24, 
. Ve ort) ‘ 
Davis, SAMUEL Rosert, Old Kent rd, Chemist. April 27. Chamberlain, 8 
Swithin’s lane ; A : 
ELLISON, GEORGE SNOWDEN, Bradford, York, Auctioneer’s Clerk. April 30, 
Greaves and Taylor, Bradford P 
oh JOHN om, Knayton, York, Land Agent. April 21. Swarbreck and 
es, 
FROUD, JAMES, Southampton, Gent. May 1. Symonds and Son, Dorchester 
GRIFFITH, Rev CHARLES, Glyncelyn, Brecon. May 1. Turner and Chanter, 
Wotton under Edge ‘ 
Haicu, Marra, Bradford. York. April 30. Greaves and Taylor, Bradford 
HAINSWORTH, JAMES, Phillimore gardens, Kensington. April 30. Parker and Co, 
St Michael’s Rectory, Cornhill 
HARROLD, CHARLES, Birmingham, Gold Refiner. April 8. Ryland and Oo, 
Birmingham 
HoakE, JOHN, Ly oo rd, Clapton, Woolbroker. May1. Clarke and Co, 
Gresham house, Old Broad st ; 
Hutcutins, IsaBEL CLARA, Portland pl. May1. Bircham and Co, Parliament st, 
Westminster pts : 
JORDAN, Patrick HENRY, Blackboy lane, West Green, Civil Servant. April 3. 
Jones, New Oxford st 
KerTTon, RAcHEL ANNE, Felbrigge hall, Norfolk. May 1. Coaks and Co, 
Norwich é 
LAWRENCE, FREDERICK, East India rd, Poplar, Gent. April 20. Marsh, Fen ct, 
Fenchurch st ; : 
MacDonoGu, Joun, Clapham Park rd, Surgeon. April 16. Hewitt, Nicholas lane 
Moor£, JAMEs, West View, Hendon, Veterinary Surgeon. April 16. Clarkson 
and Co, Doctors’ commons b 
7. Fare James, Little Clacton, Essex, Farmer. April 2. Howard and Son, 
Colchester 
Pramene, Turmss wrmm, High st, Woolwich, Licensed Victualler. June 2%, 
chardson, Woolwic e 
Poot, RicHaD, Hop gardens, St Martin’s lane. April 9. Andrews, Essex st, 
Strand ’ . 
PorrincER, JaMES, Vauxhall Bridge rd, Licensed Victualler. April 30. Child, 
Paul’s Bakehouse ct, Doctors’ commons 
PRICE, MaRY ANN, Little Wester Linton, Kent. May 1. Monckton and Son, 
sinus ht x Huntingd May 3. H bun and Sons, Huntingdon 
AYNER, JAMES, Huntingdon. May 3. Hunny s 
REDDISH, Mary, tte. Longendale, Chester. April 30. Ashington, Sheffield 
Ross, JOHN Nicuoras, Barrington rd, Brixton, Actor. April 26. Bolton and 
Mote, Gray’s inn Y . 
Rowsow, RicHARD ‘Sronze, South Shields, Registrar. April 30. Thomson, 
sauce SM en aoe Gia March 31. Morgan. Cardiff 
WLANDS, Y, Pe J morgan, re : 2s E 
a Loe bin Blaenavon, ‘Monmouth, Draper. April 21. Corner and 
Corner, Herefo 
ScHNICKET, THEO ys High Holborn, Tailor, April 24. Goldberg and Langdon, 
West st, Finsbury circus 
SEYMOUR, JONATHAN, Luton, Bedford, Farmer, April 5. Cooke, Luton 
STRACEY, <a ee Jostas, Rackheath park, Norfolk, Bart. May 1. Coaks 
and Co, Norwic 
STRATHNAIRN, Baron, the Right Hon Hugo Henry Rosz, G.C.B., Berkeley sq. 
April 24. Frere & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
ta, JOHN ANGEL, Radipole, Dorset, Gent. May 8. Andrews and Co, Wey- 
mout. 
TAYLOR, Gas sree Celene, York, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer. July 31. 
Bottomley, Huddersfie 
VavE, WILLS | Ganoes Sasane. Ghegne walk, Chelsea, Gent. May1. Sladen 
d Wing, st, West r 
Wanenas, Josera, Penton. place, Pentonville, Painter. April 24. Bannisters 
d , John st, Bedford row 
WELIS, 7 a Gower, Oxford, Gent. April 15. Stoneham and Son, 
Philpot lane, Fenchurch st 
HEELDO % : ee RicHaRD, Wolverhampton, Manager. May 1. Corser 
and Co, Wolverhampton : Z 
Witsox, Tuomas, Grange over Sands, Lancaster, Retired Farmer. April 27. 


a [ Gazette, March 19.) 











SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


March 31.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & BovsFI£LD, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Reversion 
(see advertisement, March 13, p. 4). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


MARRIAGE. 


EILY—BOUWENS.—Mar. 18, at St. Gabriel’s, Warwick-square, Charles Horace 
“Healy Lay egal to Emmeline Julia Bouwens, dauPhter of the late Rev. 
Theodore Bouwens. DEATHS. 


fm = at i Marine-terrace, Waterloo, near Liverpool, George 

Pemberton Fis solicitor. 

Hickey. Mar 21, at Ew at Walton-on-Thames, Thomas Allen Hickley, 
of 10, 8 Bench-wi ‘emple. 

WiTHitt.— Mar. 23, Charles Edward Withall, of 18, Bedford-row, aged 65. 








Fez, Two GurvEas, for a sanitary inspection and report on a London dwelling- 
house, Country Fert he Rogge mn pment ome = The SGanltacy Engineering and Venti- 
lation Company, 115, » Westminster. Prospectus free.—[ADVT.] 


Mar. 
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BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Frmay, March 19, 1886. 
Spill, Daniel, Lea Bridge rd. March 10 
BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 
Frmay, Mar 19, 1885. 
RECEIVING ORDERS 
Alwen, Noah James, Dowdeswell, Gloucestershire, Farmer. Cheltenham. Pet 
Mar 13. Ord Mar 13. Exam Apr 7 atl 
pallaers, James, Oxford st, Stepney, Poster of Medicine. h Court. Pet Mar 
15. Ord Mar 15. Exam ‘Apr 21 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Bewick, Joseph, Sunderland, Packing Case ufacturer. Sunderland. Pet 
Mar 13. 18, Exam Mar 25 
Boreham Charles, Kelvedon common, Essex, Carpenter. Chelmsford. Pet Mar 
17. Ord Mar 17, Exam Apr 5 at 12 at Shirehall, Chelmsford 
Browning, Edward Bayley, Poole, Dorsetshire, Grocer. Poole. Pet Mar 17. 
Ord Mar 17. Exam Apr 21 at 12 at Townhall, Poole 
Cat, James Mines, Lowestoft, Grocer’s Assistant. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Mar 
5. Ord 15. Exam Apr 19 at 2.30 at Townhall, Gt Yarmouth 
m, Frances, Faringdon, Berks, Saddler. Swindon. Pet Maré. Ord Mar 
. Exam Apr 14 at 2 
Dennin, — Halesowen, Ay ~ amare Baker. Stourbridge. Pet Mar 12. 
Ord Mar 1 


xam Apr 2 at 1 

Sa hay Tom, Melksham, Wilts, , Victualler. Bath. Pet Mar15. Ord 
Mar 15. Exam Apr 1 at 11.30 

Dransfield, Paul, Colne, icentiiee, Tailor. Burnley. Pet Mar15. Ord Mar 15. 
Exam Apr 1 at il 

Drummond, John, George yd, Fenchurch st, Drug Merchant. High Court. Pet 


Jan 19. Ord Mar 15. Exam May 7 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Eaton, John, Darlaston, Staffordshire, Beerhouse Keeper. Walsall. Pet Mar 15. 


Ord Mar 15. Exam Apr 7 at 12 

Evans, Ann, Hafod, nr Pontypridd, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet Mar15. Ord Mar 
15, Exam Apr 6 at 2 

nm 5 Barrow, Derby, Chemist. Derby. Pet Mars. Ord Mari7. Exam Apr 
10a 

Goon, George Mansfield, Nottinghamshire, out of business, Nottingham. Pet 
Mar rd Mari5, Exam Apr 13 

J me y tang Ash, 4 dendwich, Kent, Builder. Canterbury. Pet Mar 16. Ord 
Mari7. Exam Apr 

Hammond. Stephen ee Dover, Builder. Canterbury. Pet Mar 13. Ord 
Mar 15. Exam Apr 2 


p 
Hargreaves, Edward, Dovercourt, Essex, Schoolmaster. Colchester. Pet Mar 
13. Ord Mar 15. Exam Apr 2 at 12 at Townhall, Colchester 
Helmore, Thomas Edmund, Le ne, Corn "Merchant. High Court. Pet 
Mar 15. Ord Mari6, Exam May 7 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
L Vander, St Mary Axe, Clerk. High Court. Pet Jan 21. Ord Mar 17. 
xam May 7 at 12.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
illiam Edward, Newcastle on Tyee, Commission Agent. Newcastle 
ne Mar 17. Ord Mar 17. Exam Mar 30 
wington, Kingston upon Hull, General Dealer. Kingston upon 
Bet Mar 13, Ord Mar 15, Exam Apr 5 at 2 at Court house, Townhall, 


Hull 
——, Sophia, eet, Milliner. Aberystwith. Pet Mar 16. Ord Mar 
6. 30 


Exam Mar 25 at 2 
J ahinson, Arthur, Leek, Staffordshire, Silk Broker. 
Ord Mari2,. Exam Apr 13 at 11 
Jolly, W H, Newcastle on Tyne, Woollen Draper. 
Ord Mar 16. Exam Mar 30 


Macclesfield. Pet Mar 12. 


Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Mar 

Juier, George, Cambridge, Sootenar. Cambridge. Pet Mari7. Ord Mar 17. 
Exam Apr 21 at 2 

Kilvington, Charles John, York, Stonemason. York. Pet Mar13. Ord Mar 13. 
Exam Apr 9 at 11.at Guildhall, York 

Lewis, John Davies, Penarth, nr Cardiff, Steel Manufacturer. Aberdare. Pet 
Mari. Ord Mar15. Exam Apr 12 at iat Temperance Hall, Aberdare 

wr William, Chapel en le Frith, Derbyshire, Farmer. Stockport. Pet Mar 

Mar 16. Exam Apr 15 

Marshall Francis Christopher Matthew, and Hubert Charles Holland, Hunger- 
ford st, Commercial ast, Brewers’ Sun en. Court. Pet Mar 15. 
Ord Mar 16. Exam May 6 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Meyrick, John Williams, Beaumaris, Anglesey, Clerk in Holy 7. Bangor. 
Pet Mar 16. Ord Marié. Exam Apr 8 at 11 at Court house Bango 
Lad Albert, Bristol, Druggists’ Sund an. Bristol. Pet Mar 15. Ord 
Mar 15. Exam Apr 2 at 12 at Guildhall, Bristol 

Paul, William, Mickley, nr Ripon, Turner. ovthaRerten. Pet Mar 15. 
Ord Mar 15.’ Exam Apr 9 at 11.30 at Court house, Northallerto: 

head, - ——; Bradford, Commission Agent. Bradford. Pet Mar 13. Ord 

ar 1 
Pilkington, "George, Stockton on Tees, Surgeon. Seestten on Tees and Middles- 
et Mar 


borough. 12 Ord Mar 12. Exam Mar 
Richards, David Phillips, Aberystwith, Grocer. y Pet Mar 16. 
Saint George’s rd, Southwark, Hosier. High 


Ord Mar 16. Exam Mar 25 at 2 
chardson, William Hen 
ari7. Exam May 6 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 


Youre. Pet Mar17. Ord 


James, Barrow, Suffolk, Innkeeper. Bury St. Edmunds. Pet Mar 
Mar 17. Exam Apr 1 at 2 at Guildhall, Bury St. Edmunds 
Rowland, Thomas, Newport, sion, Boiler Maker. Newport, Mon. Pet Mar 13. 
Ord Mar 15, Exam Mar 29 at 
Semon, Thomas, Denbigh, Chemist. Bangor. Pet Mari5. Ord Mari5. Exam 
apr 8 at 11 at Court house, Bangor 
Sebiff, Carl, Kingston upon Hull, Merchant’s Clerk. Kin on Hull. Pet 
Mar 17. Ord Mar 17, Exam Apr 5 at 2 at Court house. — 
Siddens, Harry Charles, Dudley, Commercial Clerk. Dudley. Pet Mar 13. Ord 
Mar 13, Exam Apes at 11 
Slingsbv, Thomas, ae's Cliffe, Northayptonshire, Carpenter. Peterborough. 
Pet Mar 15. Ord Mar 15. Exam Apr ee 12.30 
Somerton, John, Worceste ~ out of business. Worcester. Pet Mar 16. Ord 
Mar 16. am Mar 30 at 12.30 
Sugden, Charles, Wolstanton, Staffordshire, Innkeeper. Hanley, Burslem, an 
tall. Pét Mar i5. Ord Mar 15. Exam Apr 13 at 11 at Townhall, _ 
Tasker, J =, Worcester, Tailor. Worcester. Pet Mar 16. Ord Mar ié. Exam 
ar 30 at 1 
Taylor, George Herbert, Nottingham, Engine Driver. Nottingham. Pet Mar 
15. Ord Mar 15. Exam A pr 18 
Taylor John, aneties rd, Sere st gate, no occupation. High Court. Pet Mar 
Ord Mar 17, Exam Aur 20 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Thomas David, Trawsfynydd, Merionethshire, Farmer. Pet Mar 13. 
rd Mar 15. Exam Apr 8 at 11 at Court house, Bangor 
moat, William, and Edward Thomas, Lian edd, lesey, Tailors. 
pangor. Pet Mar 13. Ord Mar ié6. Exam Apr 8 at 11 at Uourt house, 
Turner, "William Newbiggen, nr Ireby, Cumberland, My _ Cutts. Pet 
Mar 15. Ord Mar 15, Exam Mar 29 at i1 at Court house, Carlisl 
ham, Tailor. Birmingham. P: ar 15. Ora Mar 15. 


e, William, B: 
Exam Apr 16 at 2 





Robert Edward, Stockton on Tees, Printer. Stockton on Tees and 
neg = Ng Pet Mar 16. Ord Mar 16. Exam Mar 24 
Williams, John, Gilfach Goch, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet Mar 
17. Ord Mar 17. Exam Apr 6 at 2 
. Thomas, Aberdare, Innk . Aberdare. Pet Mar 15, Ord Mar 15. 
- Apr 5 at 10. “> Ley I. rdare h Court. Pet 
ingrave, Fran omas, port p xton, Draper. e 
Mar 16. Ord Marié6é. Exam Apr 20 at liat 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 19 
am, G., Stafford st, Bond st, Gentleman. High, Court. Pet_Nov 8. Ord 
eb 16. Exam Mar 24 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s fields 


Bo 


First ME&TIN 
Adamson, Robert, Stockton, Yorks, Licensed Victualler. Mar 26 at 11.30, Official 
Receiver, 8, Albert rd, Middlesboro: 
Alwen, N James, Rowe deswell, Gloucestershire, Farmer. Mar 26 at 3.30. 
County Court, Chelte 
Barker, George, and Albert Dont waward Daniel, Wigan, Bottlers of Patent Aerated 
Stout. Mar 29 at 10.30. County Court, Wigan 
= George pp eoeeee, Hereford, Auctioneer. Mar 29at2.30. Official Receiver, 
‘a st, Herefo 
— Samuel, Birmingham, Hosier. ‘Mar 31 at 11. Official Receiver, Bir- 
Beeston, ‘Alfred Rate, Larkfield rd, Richmond, Accountant. Mar 29at 3. Official 
Receiver, 109, Victoria st, Westminster 
Betts, William, Hastings. sees Victualler. Mar 29 at2. Gausden and Daw- 
son, 40, Robertson st, Hasti 
Canham, Geor; enry, Middlesborough, Grocer. Mar 26at 11. Official Receiver, 
8, Albert rd, Middlesborough Send 
nk- 





Cheshire, George Robert, York rd, City rd, China Dealer. Mar 31 at 11. 
ruptcy bid ortugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Crawford, William Henry, the Grove, Stratford, Boot Manufacturer. Apr lat 11. 

33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn tields 
Denning. Alfred, , Halesowen, Worcestershire, Baker. Apr2atil. Talbot Hotel, 
jtourbri 
Dennin ‘Tom, Melksham, es, Licensed Victualler. Apriat2. R.H. Moore, 
High h Bailiff York st, 
=, John, ACF Staffordshire, Beerhouse Keeper. Mar 29 at 11.15. Offi- 
iver, Bridge st, Walsall 
Edwards, Thomas, St George, emscetendien, Boot Manufacturer. Mar 27 at 
12.15. Official Receiver, Bank chbrs, Bristo 
mies b Coe Edward, Commercial rd, Tend Merchant. Apr7atii. 33, Carey 
st, co) q : 
Evans, Ann. Hafod, nr Pontypridd, Grocer. Mar 29 at 3. Official Receiver, 
Merth ge Tyan ’ 
Evans, w, Derby, Manufacturing Chemists. Mar 31 at 2.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, St James’s chbrs. Derby 
er, Arthur James, Queen st, Hammersmith, Plumber. Apr 5 at 11. 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Gihoos, George, Mansfield, Not hamshire, out of business. Mar 26 at 12. Offi- 
iver. 1, High pavement, Notting! 
aaa William, Upper Baker st, Grocer’s Assistant. Apr 5 at 12. 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
H tt, Willinm Edward, Newcastle on Tyne, Commission Agent. Mar 30 at 3. 
cial Receiver, Pink item, Newcastle on Tyne 
Howard, Alfred, Little Sussex place, Hyde Park gardens, Builder. Apr § at 11. 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Port st Lincoly’ s inn fields 
Tlulks, Samuel, Kettering, Builder. Mar 27 at 4. County Court, Northampton 
. Clifton, Bristol, Professional Cricketer. “> 26 at 12.30. 
Jaco Charles, Perkholmer |. Dalston, Importer of Cigarettes. Mar 31 at 11. 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
James, A., Pp General Dealer. Mar 29 at 11. Hull Incorporated 
Law Society, Lincoln’s inn bldgs, Bowlalley lane, Hull 
Johnson, Arthur, Leek, Staffordshire, Silk Broker. Mar 26 at 3.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, 23, Edward st, Macclesfield 
oe. William Henry, Newcastle on Tyne, Woollen Draper. Mar 30 at 2.30. 
fficial Receiver, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
PB - Richard Charles, Barrow in Furness, Tailor. Mar 31 at 12.45. Official Re- 
ceiver, 2, Paxton ter, ‘ow in Furness 
nee, Charles John, York, Stonemason. Mar %at2. Official Receiver, 
Leaver, William, Py pam Blacksmith. Mar26at3. Official Re- 
ceiver, 14. Chapel st, Pres 
Lomas, William, Chapel en Te ribet pire oh aga Mar 26 at 11.45. Offi- 
pices Mar 31 at 12.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, Bank tue Bristo’ 
Owen, George. Stafford, _ Dealer. Apr7at3. County Court, Bank 
passage, Stafford i 
i Henry, Parkfield, Potter’s Bar, Esq. Apr2atii. 28 and 29, StSwithin’s 
Paul’ ® William, Miciies, ut Ripon, Wood Turner. Mar 29 at 11. Official Receiver, 
8, Albert rd, Middl ——_ 
Pucmas, Henry, Exmouth, Devon, Ironmonger. Mar 29 at 12.30. Grand Hotel, 
ito! 
Pickard, Thomas, Bradford, Commission Agent. Mar 26 at 12. Official Receiver, 
31, a ow. ‘Bradford 1 
Pilkin George, Stockton on Tees, Surgeon. Mar 26 at12. Official Receiver, 
8, Al rt rd, Middlesborough 
Potter, Henry, Elizabeth ter, Haverstock Hill, Dealer in China. Mar 31 at 12. 
38, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Powel, J ican. a irkenhead, Saddler. Mar3iat2. Official Receiver, 48, Hamilton 
ride James Mannington, Mark Cross, a Auctioneer. Mar 2% at 2.30. 
Spencer and Reeve, Comin rd, Tunbriige Wells 
Robinson, William, Hardingstone, Northamptonshire, Beer Retailer. Mar 2% at 
8. County Court, a ton 
Rowland, Thomas, Newport. Mc aon. Saal Maker. Mar 2ati2. Official Re- 
ceiver, 12, Tredegar pl, } : 
Salmon, Thomas, Denbigh, ext, Mon “Mar 30at12. Official Receiver, Crypt 
chmbrs, Chester 
Schiff, My Pp ciageton upon Bn Hee. Piercheat’s Clerk. Mar 30at11. Hull Incor- 
pages Society, bidgs, Soy lane, Hull 
Slingsby, — Bing’ . Cliffe, Fh ocdgtene Carpenter. Apr 5 at 12. 
County Court, Peterborough 
Sqpetton, John, Worcester, out of business. Mar 30 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 
orcester 
Sugden, Charles, Woolstanton, Staffordshire, Innkeeper. Mar ®at12. Official 
ceiver, Newcastle under Lyme 
Tasker, John, Worcester, Tailor. Mar 30 at11. Official Receiver, Worcester 
aw heen Gloucester, Bootmaker. Mar 27 at 3. Official Receiver, 15, King 
oucester 
rner, Thomas, Jun.) ypetas, Yorks, Builder. Mar 27 at 11. Official Receiver, 
Figtree lane, Sheffiel 
m, nr Ireby, Cumberland, Farmer. Mar 2 at 12. 
er st, 
Watson, Robert Edward, Stockton on Tees, Printer, Mar 30 ati. Official Re- 
ceiver, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
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Widdowson, James, Didsbury eae. Mar 26 at 11.15. Offi- 
cial Receiver, — chenten Aeon Di Sioa 
Whitworth, Benjamin, Wavendon, Buckinghams! S no occupation. Mar 27 at 
10. County Court, Nort 
va 8, Thomas, hberdaser , Mar 29 at 12. Official Receiver, 
e 


Yates, William, Pool, nr Leeds, Paper Manufacturer. Mar 29 at11, Official Re- 
ceiver, St Andrew’s chmbrs, 22, Park row, — 


ADJUDICATE 
Adamson, Robert, Stockton, Licensed Victualler. Stockton on Tees and 
Middlesborough. Pet Mar 10. Ord Mar 12 
Baker, Thomas, Newington, Kent, Boot Maker. Rochester. Pet Jan 28. Ord 
Mar 17 


ey Thomas, Se, Guildford, Ironmonger. Guildford and Godalming. 
Boreham, Rs a 5 7 Common, Essex, Carpenter. Chelmsford. Pet 
Mari17. Ord Mar 17 
Ta William, Bristol, Venetian Blind Maker. Bristol. Pet Mar 4. 
ar 
Bromage, William Henry, Eckington, Worcestershire, Railway Station Master. 
Worcester. Pet Mar3. Ord Mar 16 
Bunting, Jabez, Burton on Trent, Plumber. Burton on Trent. Pet Mari. Ord 
Denning, anand, Halesowen, Worcestershire, Baker. Stourbridge. Pet Mar 12. 
Dyes, Tom, Melksham, Wilts, Licensed Victualler. Bath. Pet Mar15. Ord 


pana James, Leicester, Builder. Leicester. Pet Mar1i. Ord Mar 17 
Eaton, son. Darlaston, Staffordshire, Beerhouse Keeper. Walsall. Pet Mar 15. 


Eliot, Jobn, Whitecross st, Fruiterer. High Court. Ord made under sec. 103. 
Erase, Ans, Hafod, near Pontypridd, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet Mari5. Ord 
‘ar 
Com James, ine. Staffordshire, Medical Practitioner. Stoke upon Trent 
Longton. Pet Feb 10. Ord Mar 16 
Holden, Thomas, y tee Lancashire, out of business. Salford. Pet Feb19. Ord 
ae, Petes, Clifton, Bristol, Professional Cricketer. Bristol. Pet Mar 
Jackson Goarge Arthur, Beeston Hill, near Leeds, Grocer. Leeds. Pet Feb 17. 
Ord Mar 1 
Jam, 2, Kingston upon Hull, General Dealer. Kingston upon Hull. Pet Mar 
13. Mar 15 
J aot, Tom, Nelson st, Barnsley, Joiner. Barnsley. Pet Mar 18. Ord 
Jeff, William Edwin, » Edgbaston, Birmingham, Commercial Traueller. Birming- 
ham. Pet Feb17. Or 
pking, , Henry Gitein, Burnham, Somerset, Retired Major. Bridgwater. Pet 
e 
a Patrick, Sheficld, Provision Dealer. Sheffield. Pet Feb 23. Ord 
Rw Ay "Thomas, Liverpool, Hat Manufacturer. Liverpool. Pet Feb 27. Ord 


Mar 17 


iam, vam. Chapel en le Frith. Derbyshire, Farmer. Stockport. Pet Mar 

5 ari 

McCulloch, Andrew, Chorlton w Medlock, near Manchester, Grocer. Man- 
chester. "Pet Mar 9 te 


4 r 9. Mar 17 
ee Mickley, near Ripon, Wood Turner. Northallerton. Pet Mar 15. 


Pigtard, Thoma: Leeds. Railway Carrier. Leeds. Pet Jan23. Ord Mar 
Thomas, Bradford, Commission Agent. Bradford. Pet Mar is, Ord 


Pilkington, Goonge, 8 Stockton on Tees, Surgeon. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 

borough. ari2. Ord Mar 12 
Port. gee, Highbridge, ban Corn Dealer. Bridgwater. Pet Feb 23. 
Rowen. : yoemen, Newport, Mon, Boiler Maker. Newport, Mon. Pet Mar 13. 
ScLit, Cath Kingston upon Hull, Merchant’s Clerk. Kingston upon Hull. Pet 
Amos, Pilton, Devonshire, Innkeeper. Barnstable. Pet Mari. Ord 


Mar 12 
Types, Arthur, , East Farleigh, Kent, Farmer. Maidstone. Pet Feb 26, Ord 


Tasker, John, Porsgeter, Tailor. Worcester. Pet Mari6. Ord Mar 16 
Taylor: John _ oeuvre 20 , Forest Gate, no occupation. High Court. Pet Mar 


. Fermoy rd, Harrow rd, Paddington, Perfumer. High Court. 


+ Walter. 
wit Feb 2. Ord Mar 16 a 7 
ateon, ames Henry, illiam Noble, Newport, Mon, Hatters. 
Newport, Mon. Pet Feb 2. ond Mar 16 ie 


by 5 hy Reips Cook, Gateshead, Printer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Mar 12. 


i Robert Edward, Stockton on Tess, Printer. Stockto a 
Middlesborough. Pet Marié. Ord Mar ze + oe 
, Lytham, Lande “Blacksmith, Preston. Pet Mar 1. 
Ord Mar 16 


Milnsbri Huddersfield, J b 2 p 
fee oot ee nsbridge, nr Huddersfie oiner. Huddersfield. Pet 


m, > William, St M. Abbott's ter, , Kensingt West, Stain 
Glass Artist. si Court. Pet Jan 5. yh al, Pet Ma: me oa sd os 
5 , Aberdare, Innkeeper. prt ody r 15. Mar 15 
Weare, Francis Thomas, Hoxton, Draper. High Court. Pet Mar 16. ora 


The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 2. 
G » Anne, York st, Portman sq, Widow. High Court. Pet Dec 5. Ord 


Jan 
FRIDAY, Mar. 


John, Ambleside, Westmorland, 


ler. Pet Mar 19. 0 
M Exams Apel 12 at 11 at Court House, Townball, 5 rd Mar 19. 
Hebburn Quay, Durham 


Ken 
N : 

Mar 19. Exam April ewceastle. Pet Mar 19, Ord 
Boer. J ames, Hurley, Berks, Brickmaker, Reading. Pet Mari6, Ord Mar 16 
Bruton, Chere, Hs Manchester, Glass Dealer. M ter. 

Oot sam April 6 er. Manchester, Pet Mar 17. 

Jnattertm, No 
Mar 16, Ord Ma Dome Ree out of business. Nottingham. Pet 
: ie Us 2, c 
et he adie, ublican. rk. Pet Mar 16, Ord Mar 18. Exam 


ert, 

A g 
citksedae George Blocenficia  raildtord, C val Merchant. Guildf. 1 Godal- 
Pet Mar 17. Ord Mar vs. Exam Aprilis ati st Public’ , Godal- 


By Reginald, Lillington rd, Anerley. Croydon. Pet Mar 5. Ord Mar 19. 


i 





ry 
Albert ie, One t 
oust oy adiow rd, rt, Pie — Hill, Watchmaker, Wandsworth. 


Dack, Robert, Wood Norton, Norfolk, Farmer. Norwich. Pet Mar 20. Ong 
Mar 20.- Exam April 14 at 12 at Shirehall, Norwich Castle 

Danby, Sarah, Taunton, Tobacconist. Taunton. Pet Mar 19. Ord Mar 19, 
Exam ane 21 at 2.30 


nat. Ord Mar mae, ae. Wiciteteniiiee, Farmer. Birmingham. Pet Mar 
Dennis, J eph, coo Dresser. Lincoln. Pet Mar 18, Ord Mar ig 
Exam Ap 13 ses 30 at Sessions House, Lincoln 


Drew, Fong” rnard Harvey, 151, Bermondsey st, Solicitor. High Court, 
Pet Mar6. Ord Mar 12. Exam May 6 at 11,30 at 34, Linc ola’s inn fields 
Fewdry, 7 pane, Corn Factor. Birmingham. Pet Mar 18. Ord 

ar 

7s. von James, Cleckheaton, Hi Hotel Keeper. Bradford. Pet Mar18. Ord Mar 1g, 


xam April 6 

Gabbitass, Pie John, Oldham, Lancashire, Saddler. Oldham. Pet Mar 19, 
Ord Mari9. Exam April 20 at1i30 

Girling, ~ —y Re - — Norfolk, Farmer. Ipswich. Pet Mar 17. Ord 
Mar 17. 16 a 

- Goment Oldbury, Baker. Oldbury. Pet Mar 17. Ord Mar 17. Exam 


Dp 
_ “7 L Robert, West Cotringwith, Yorks, Farmer. York. Pet Mar 20. Ord 
Exam April 9 at 11 at Guildhall, "York 

Hors, Williaus Henry, wsbury, Yorks, -. Sg Dewsbury. Pet Mar 8, 
Ord Mar 18. Exam Ap: ril 12 

Hood, Charles Samuel, PWotherby, Yorks. Cooabies. York. Pet Mar 2, 

Ord Mar 20. Exam April 30 at 11'at Guildhall, 

Horsfield, Osmond, ‘Ashton under Lyne, Tailor.’ }+ under Lyne and Staly. 
bridge. Pet Mar 20. Ord Mar 20. Exam April 1 

Howes, William, Fundenhall, Norfolk, Farmer. Norwich. Pet Mar 20. Ord 

Mar 30. Exam April 14 at 12 at Shirehall, Norwich Castle 

illiam, Sones, a Bridgend, Grocer. Cardiff. Pet Mar 

Mar 17. Exam April 15 at 2 

Ki; ling, Jo a : Monicwearmouth, Durham, Grocer. Sunderland. Pet Mar 9, 

25 

Legabest, Geo , and Edwin Lambert Horemcnden, Kent, Millers. Tunbridge 

Wells. ar 19. Ord Mar 19. Exam Apr 8 at 2 

Littlewood, eo Lindley, Brampton, Derbyshire, Innkeeper. Chesterfield, 
Pet Mar 17, Ord Mar 18. Exam Aprs 

Levers a | Kilworth: Beauchamp, Leicestershire, Auctioneer. Leicester, 

ct Mar 6. Ord Mar 19. Exam Apr i4 at 10 

a Mary Jane, Snelsmore, Berks, Widow. Newbury. Pet Mar4. Ord 

‘amie fHlenry, Maesteg, Glam rganshire, Boot Dealer. Cardiff. Pet Mar 1s, 
xton, Henry. , Glamo 00 er. Car e ‘ar 
Ord Mar 18, Exam Apr 15 at 2 


- ye Henry, and erick paeie, Gt Titchfield st, Sani: 
High Court. Pet Mar2. Ord Mar 19. Se ee 8 Se 
Maxwell, James, Farringdon st, Fish Salesman. High Court. Pet Mar4, Ord 
eo Exam May 6 at 12 at 34, Tincole’s inn fields 
pavexpeocl, , Spinster. ool. Pet Mar 8. Ord Mar 19. Exam 


McLeod, Mary, Liv 
Apr 1 at hy at Court ouse. Government my ed Victoria st, Liverpool 
Mi pre none, Sine inom, Merchant’s Clerk. Birmingham. Pet Mar 18, 
Mar 18. Apr 19 at 
Neale, Walter aay anys ownton, Wilts, Plumber. Salisbury. Pet Maris. Ord 
Mar 18. Exam Apr 9 at 12 
ome, Charles, North Gate, Regent’s pk, Dressmaker. High Court. Pet Mar 
Ord Mar 20. Exam May 6 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
 E. Isaac, Roydon, Norfolk, Builder. Ipswich. Pet Mar 18. Ord Mar 19, 
Exam Apr 16 at 11 
—. Frederick Henry A.’ , Stratford St —e, een Horse Dealer, 
paewe —— Pet Mar 18. ar 18. Exam Apr 16 a 
is naipDs, Tony London st, Paddington, way ‘Clerk. = Court. Pet 
20. d Mar 20. Exam May 6 at 12 at 34, Lincoln's 
Price, Georae. Nottingham, Baker. Nottingham. Pet Mar ‘8. Ord Mar 16. 
xam Apri3 
Fz gy ot le Carnforth, Lancs, Bill Poster. Preston. Pet Mar 20. Ord 
ar 20. xam A 9 
Redington; Frederisk, St reese aaa tae Hotel Keeper. Oxford. Pet Maris. 
Ord Mar 18. Exam Apr 8 at 1 
noms, Cocems, Sheffield, Sauee Sheffield. Pet Mar 20. Ord Mar20. Exam 
r 8 at 11. 
Roster. Charles Thomas, Newport, Mon, Baker. Newport, Mon. Pet Mar 2, 
Ord Mar 20. Exam Apr 6 at ii 
Schrieber, Major, Dover st, Piccadilly. High Court. Pet Feb 19. Ord Mar 18, 
Exam Apr 20 at 11.30 at Lincoln’s inn fields 
enry, Banwell, Somerset, Farmer. Wells. Pet Mari3. Ord Mar 20. 
Exam Apr 20 at 11.30 
Ctees, Bio & ey Salisbury, Seedsman. Salisbury. Pet Mar 17. Ord Mar 
xam Apr 9 at 12 
Stone, John Smart, Newport, Mon, Wagon Builder. Newport,Mon. Pet Mar 
Sultabonee Mar 19. Ex 4 Exam Ape bat 1 1 k, B t of busin Croyd 
r, » erley p lenge, out o ess. Croydon, 
Ord Mar 17. gy 


Tantam, Selina, and William Tantem, B Birmingham, Pawnbrokers. Birmingham. 
Pet i Mar 18. Ord Maris. Exam Apr 20 at 2 

Thomas. omas Lewis, Morriston Giemceganshive, Boot Dealer. Swansea. 
Pet M ater 18. . Ord Maré Exam Mar 


a Saeowsbury, ta Shrewsbury. Pet Mar 20, Ord Mar 


reves Ch iam Ape i 0 Gilbert, Sheffield, Painter. Sheffield. Pet Maris. Ord Mar 
18. Exam Apr e at il 80 


Vane, Abral Boxley, Kent, Innkeeper. Maidstone. Pet Mer 18. Ord Mar 
Wade, ng Liversedge, Yorks, Currier. Dewsbury. Pet Mari9, Ord Mar 
‘Exam Apr 12 


Wekelam W: Wilees, SteRentettze, Lock Manufacturer. Wolver- 
hampton. Pet Ord Mar 19 Ord Apr 12 

Watts. Walter James, , + st, Rotherhithe: Boat Builder. H Court. Pet 
Mar 19. Ord Mar 2. Exam Apr 20 at 11,30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

White, Ebenezer Lilly, Birmin, , Ornamen t Manufacturer. Birmingham. 
Pet Mar 20. Ord Mar20. Exam Apr 20at 2 

Whitehead, Samuel Henry, Sigpenester, Commercial Traveller. Salford. Pet 
Mar 18. Ord Mar 18. Exam Mar 31 at 1 

Vo, es ae Gelly ener, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Megthyr Tydfil. Pet Mar 

ar 

Wright, Henry Townl risbane, Queensland, Commander in R.N. High 
Court. Pet Oot 12. Ord M. Mar 18. Exam Juno 22 at 11 at 34, Lincoln's inn fields 

Yates, George, Bow Brickhill, Buckinghamshire, Farmer. Northampton, Pet 
Mar 19. Ord Mar 19. Exam Apr 18 

Yates, W: pl ae Leeds, Workman. Leeds. Pet Mar 19. Ord Mar 19. Exam 

pr 13 
Png MBETINGS, 
sae John_Conne! hurch st, Iron Merchant. Apr 6 at 11. Bank- 
or Portugal te omen SB inn flelds 
= idnaom, Taplow, B uckinghamshire, Major. Apr1at12, Official Receiver, 


Barratt, Israel, on , Apr 2 at 10,80. Official Receiver, Pink lane, 


on F 
Bewick underland, Pac Case Manufacturer, Mar 80 at $90, Lew 
Boctety, 92,9 92, tp ohn at, ome ty oa 
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Ora William Joseph, Crisp ter, Plumstead, Builder. Mar 31 at 3. Official ; Fox, George, Buckingham, Birmingham Warehouseman. Banbury. Pet Feb 25. 
ver, 109, Victoria st, Westminster Ord M 
r 19 Browning, Tee Bayly, Poole, Dorsetshire, Grocer. Mar 31 at 1.15. Official Gipson, Alexander, Southwick, Durham, Grocer. Sunderland. Pet Jan 23. Ord 
‘ Receiver, sbu ri 
Mar Bruton, Charles, _. a Manchester, Glass Dealer, Apr 1 at 3. Official Re- | Gibson, George. penne, Nottinghamshire, out of business. Nottingham. Pet 
ceiver, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester Feb 15. Ord Mar 
rr 18, Calvert, omas, Grafton, Yorks, Pub can. Apr i at 12. Official Receiver, ome, Richard, Reyées, Norfolk, Farmer. Ipswich. Pet Mar 17. Ord 
ourt, Ouming, Alexander Paul, and Walter Robert Barnett, Victoria st, Westminster, | Gould, James, Savona st, Battersea Park rd, Pig Dealer. Wandsworth. Pet 
; Builders. Apr2ati2. 33, Careyst, Lincoln’s inn fields Feb 26. Ord Mar 18 
Ora Descom, Frames, Faringdon, Berks, Saddler. Mar 31 at 11.30. Official Receiver, om (Geo rge, Oldbury, Worcestershire, Baker. Oldbury. Pet Mar i7. Ord 
st, on, r 
r 18, Dransfield, Paul, Cole, Lancashire, Tailor. Mar 31 at 3.30. Official Receiver, agan, Albert, ane Joseph Moakes, Water lane, Ship Brokers. High Court. Pet 
Ogden’s chbrs Bridge st, Manchester oy 12. Ord Mar 20 
r 19 ond, W., Water lane, Wine Merchant. ‘Apr 7 at 12. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s | Halsey, Joseph, St Albans, Herts,Grocer. St Albans. Pet Mar4. Pet Mar 20 
: a Helmore, Thomas pe , Leytonstone, Coal Merchant. High Court. Pet 
Ord Firth, James, Cleckheaten, Pengperemce Hotel Keeper. Mar 31 at 11. Official Mar 15. Ord Mar 
Receiver, 31, ie row, Brad Jenkins, Thomas William, Aberkenfig, nr Bridgend, Grocer. Cardiff. Pet Mar 
Xam Forster, address unknown, Leather Seller. Apr 9 at 11. Bankruptcy 17. Ord Mar 17 
mig Pan ¥ st, Lincoln’s inn fields Jones, William Lloyd, Denbigh, Licensed Victualler. Bangor. Pet Mar4. Ord 
Ord Friend, John, Wisbech, oe eee General Dealer. Mar 30 at 11,30. Mar 19 
Auction } Mart, Tokenhouse y Juler, ed Cambridge, Bootmaker. Cambridge. Pet Mar 17. Ord Mar 18 
ar 8, — ly, Edward — “sep oaete. ae, Silk Mercer. Mar 31 at 12. | Kipling, John, Monkwearmouth, Durham, Grocer. Sunderland. Pet Mar9. Ord 
y bldgs, Portugal s ncoln’s inn Mar 19 
20, randy, 3 vy on mn sep R eae). Sheffield, Silk Mercer. Mar 31 at 12. Bankruptcy i4Sopees, Soqpep JAntioy. Brampton, Derbyshire, Innkeeper. Chesterfield. 
Len = Lincoln’s inn ari Ord 
aly. Be ay uty ‘Edward Barnett Grun ,, Sheffield, Silk Mercers. Mar 31 at Loxton. Henry, Maesteg, Glamorganshire, Boot Dealer. Cardiff. Pet Mar 18. 
ankrup bldgs, Portugal st, Lineo n’s inn Ord Mar 18 
Ord sk Robert, est Cottingwith, Yorks, Farmer. Apr 8 at 11. Official Re- Merwe, "Ord Mes 4 J cman, Southend, Refreshment Contractor. High Court. Pet 
ver, 'e 
Mar Hol, Charis Samuel, Wetherby, Yorks, Coach Builder. Apr2ati2. 17, Blake Mepetens, 7 Pes Martin, Holcombe Rogus, Devon, Grocer. Taunton. Pet 
st, York ar 1 
r 9 Hooton, Charles, Walsoken, Norfolk, Fishmonger. Apr 16 at 10.80. Court house, Reve Henry Charles, North pl Wes West oe BS George’s rd, Southwark, Wood 
aing’s +2 Turner. High Court. Pet Feb 22. 
‘ge Jam rancis Henry, Birmingham, China Dealer. Apr 1 at 11.30. North | Osborne, Isaac, Ro i Norfolk, Builder, Ipswich. Pet Maris. Ord Mar 19 
oF ont Hotel, Stoke on Trent Owen, George, S ovision Dealer. Stafford. Pet Mar 12. Ord Mar 19 
eld. James, i pporee Robert, bert, High st, Spleabem, ¥. Veterinary Surgeon. Apr? at 3. | Patten, Frederick Hesy Moyse, Stratford St Mary, Suffolk, Horse Dealer. 
Official Receiver, 109, Victoria st, Ipswich. Pet Maris. Ord Mar 20 
ter, Juler, er, George. temas, Bootmaker. Mar 30 at 12. Official Receiver, 5, Petty Pep. 3 Henry, Helpringham, Lincolnshire, Baker. Boston. Pet Mar 1. Ord 
Ord Linile, Edward Jackson, Mansfield, Licensed Victualler. Mar 30 at 2. Reavell, Thomas Francis, Hemel Hempstead, Herts, Builder. St Albans. Pet 
fficial Receiver, 1, High pavement, Notting Mar 3. Ord Mar 20 
r 18, — woes James Lindl aley, Brampton, Derbyshire, Innkeeper. Apr 1 at 2. | Rogers, George, Sheffield, Foreman. Sheffield. Pet Mar 20. Ord Mar 
of Angel | Hotel, OnprterSeks “ a aan i wees, the or Edmund Arthur Marcus, Chesham st. High Court. Pet 
ers, ve John, wort eauc " cesters uctioneer. r2at 3. ar 1 
roe Official Receiver, 28, Friar lane, Lelowten - sitdens: Harry Chasen, Dudley, Worcestershire, Commercial Clerk. Dudley. 
am John Williams, Beaumaris, Anglesey, Clerk in Holy Orders. Apr 7 at Pet Mar 13. Ord 19 
Ord Queen’s Head Cafe, Bangor Charles, Wolstanton, Staffordshire, Innkeeper. Hanley, Burslem, and 
Neale, Walter Condon, Dow: nton, Wilts, Plumber. Apr 1 at 3.30. Official Re- nstall. Pet Mar 15. Ord Mar 19 . 
‘am eeiver, Salisbury lor, [oa Herbert, Nottingham, Engine Driver. Nottingham. Pet Mar 15. 


Price, George, Nottingham, Baker. Apri ati2. Official Receiver, 1, High pave- 


18, ment, Nottingham Basvwoed. | = Todmorden, Yorks, Cotton 


Thane “William, and Jonas Thomas, 
Manufacturers. Burnley. Pet Feb'9. Ord Mar 


Ra ent, Frederick, Brighton rd, Croydon, out of business. Apriat3. Official 
Ord iver, 109, Victoria st, Westminster Thomas, William, 5a + pa Painter. avatar. Pet Mar 20. God Mee 

Rosbrook, J James, Barrow, Suffolk, Innkeeper. Apr 1 at 12.45. Guildhall, Bury Tyner. Witte, He Newbiggen, ur Ireby, Cumberland, Farmer. Carlisle. 
if ar 1 
nd Boom, Charles ‘Thomas, Newport, Mon, Baker. Apr 5 at 3. Official Receiver, Types, Charles Gilbert, Sheffield, Painter. Sheffield. Pet Mar 18. Ord 
19, 12, Tredegar place, Newport. ar 1 

Siddens, id Charles, a , Worcestershire, Commercial Clerk. Apr 6 at Mo Siuhem, Boxley, Kent, Innkeeper. Maidstone. Pet Mar 18. Ord 
ler, eceiver, Du 
" Sinde, ‘John, and Arthur iwenl Sprang, Worcester, Boot Manufacturers, Mar war, _ Liversedge, Yorks, Currier. Dewsbury. Pet Mar 19. Ord 
Pet $1. at 11.30. Official Receiver, Worcester Mar 20 ; , 

Blade, John (sep estate), Worcester, Boot Manufacturer. Mar 81 at 2. Official Weems John Samuel, Holloway ra, Dealer in Athletic Appliances. High Court. 
18. eceiver, Worcester et Fe Ord 

Steer, Edgar Herbert, Salisbury, Seedsman. Mar 31 at 3.30. Official Receiver, Wiehend, a Henry, Manchester, Commercial Traveller. Salford. Pet 
rd aris. Ord 


Stone, “—. Smart, Newport, Mon, Wagon Builder. Apr 2at 12. Chief Official 


bee Giltach Goch, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet Mar 
18. Receiver, Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 17. M 





Taylor, George Herbert, Nottingham, Engine Driver. Mar 30 at12. Official Re- Wiliams, Joseph. Leicester, Tailor. Leicester. Pet Feb8. Ord Mari 
am ceiver, 1, High pavement, Nottingham Rh ag Donsanies. Farmer. Sheffield. Pet Feb 25. Ord Mar 18 
Taloe, .-—-1 Lowestoft, Suffolk, Fish Merchant. Apr 1 at 2.45. Suffolk | Yates, William, Leeds, Workman. Leeds. Pet Mari9. Ord Mar20 
00, westo 
Thacker, phoney, emit square, + >: ~_aamnnameen Mar 31 at 2. Bankruptcy 
8. ldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln's inn fields The Subscription to the Soticrrors’ Jovanat is—Town, 26s, ; Countrys 
omas. D @ tynydd, Merionethshire, Farm . — ; 
0, Ship a Derid, Gee Gwyn, piezitesiaese eRe ~ ater 28s. ; with the Wasx.iy Rerorrsr, 52s. Payment in advance includes 
homas, Thomas ewis, Morriston, Glam., Boot Dealer. Apr 1at12.30. Welling- Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their Volume, 
n Ho oucester 
2 Thomas, William, Car diff, Seedsman. Apr 2 at 11.30, Bankruptcy bldgs, Portu- bound at the ofice—cloth, 28. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 
gals coln’s inn . ies id . : ” 
sn Thomas, William, and Edward Thomas, Llanerchymedd, Anglesey, Tailors, Mar All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be 


n. 30 at 2, Official Receiver, Crypt chmbrs, Chester authenticated by the name of the writer. 


Thorp, Charles Henry, Henry Charles Thorp, Joseph Thorp, andj Albert Thorp, 











n. North End, Croydon, Glass Merchants. pr2 at 11. Bankrup y bldgs, Por- 

tugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields CONTENTS 
a. Twist. James, Southport, Lancashire, Auctioneer. Apr2at3. Official Receiver, 2 

35, Victoria st, Liverpool ee 
r Vane, Abraham, Boxley, Kent, Innkeeper. Apriat3. Official Receiver, Week | CURRENT TOPICS, ...--.-++-++e.00..-- 349 

st, Maidstone roy 
r Wakelam, William, Willenhall, Staffordshire, Lock Manufacturer. Apr 2 at 4. M 

ficial Receiver, St Peter’s close, Wolverhampton THE NEw County Court RULES. 
ir hitehe amuel Henry anchester, Commerc aveller. ar 31 at 11.30. weed ccccee recess o 
Whitehead, 8 1 Henry, Manchester, C ial Travell Mar 31 

Court house, Encombe pl, Salford 
ir Williams, Israel, 1 ae Glamorganshire, Grocer. Apriati12. Official Re- 

ceiver, Merth 
re Williams, J ant Ligatseant, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Mar 31 at 12. Official Re- 

ceiver, Merthyr T: bY he 
t Yandle, William, eapton, Devon, Hotel Proprietor, Mar 31 at 2.30. White 

Horse Hotel, Bam 
1. fates, George, Bow Brickhill, Buckinghamshire, Farmer. Apr2at4. County 

Court, Northampton Work A Official Receiver, St Andre endry vy. Turner ... +388 

t ates, am, Leeds, Workman. pr 2 at 11. © siver, St Andrew's ¥. saqpsoveunases 

chmbrs, 22, Park row, Le eds ey v. Nicholson coeseccescece S35 





ADJUDICTIONS, 


Barratt, Israel, a Quay, Durham, Draper. 
Mar 19. Ord’ 20 
Blaxland, Henry Hdward Denne, Faversham, Farmer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
in the Country, i ie requested that application be made direct to the 
Publisher. 


Neweastle upon Tyne. Pet 
Canterbury. Pet Feb 4, 


Ord Mar 19 
Boynton, G., Stafford st, Bond st, Gent. Hi b Court. 
er. 


Pet Nov 3. Ord Mar 20 
Brutn, Chair les, Hulme, Mancheste or, Glass 


Manchester, Pet Mar 17, 
Lewes and Eastbourne, Pet 
Pet Mar 5, Ord 


Catt, Stephen, Folegate, Sussex, Wheelwright. 
Jan 22, Ord Mar 18 
Davin, J Henry, a Cabinet Maker. Dorchester, 


Deacon, Frances, Faringdon, Berks, Saddler. Swindon. Pet Mar 20 
sglames, Cleckheaton, ‘Temperance Hotel Keeper. Bradford, & 2 18, 


nt Mar 
Ford, Curtis, Gt St Helens, Shipbroker, High Court, Pet Jan97, Ord Mar 10 





The Baditor does not hold himself responsible for the return of reected commm i- 


cations, 
Norrers To CORRESPONDENTS.— Ali commanicatrons iniended for publication 
in the SouicrroRs’ JOURNAL mat be authenticated by the name and address of 


Ae woriter. 

*,* The Publisher requests that early application should be made dy pereons 
desirous of obtaining back numbers of the Sourorrons’ Jovanat, a2 only @ emai: 
nunder of copies remain on Aand 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘* the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and inyaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
a starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such 

ixture: 


8. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatrwa a La VANILLB is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 

In tins at ls. 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 
Grocers, 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor. 

H. Scuwsrrzzz & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.C 





HE CIVIL SERVICE CO-OPERATIVE 
SOCIETY, Limited, 28, Haymarket, London, 
S.W. (Established 1866.) ; 

By Resolution passed at a Special General Meeting, 
holden the 9th June, 1885, the power of holding Shares 
in this Company, which had hitherto been limited to 
the Civil Service, was extended to Officers in the 
Army, Navy, Yeomanry, and Militia, and to mem- 
bers of the Clerical, Legal, and Medical Professions. 
Full particulars can be obtained on application to the 
Secretary. 


PRICE LIST. 

A revised Price List of Groceries and Provisions, 
showing considerable reductions in prices, was pub- 
lished on the 1st March, and will be forwarded on 
application to the Secretary, by whom all particulars 
as to membership will be furnished. 


GocreTe des BAINS de MER et du 
CERCLE des ETRANGERS 41 MONACO.— 
Troosporated in 1863.— Monsieur ALEXANDRE 
B C invites APPLICATION in England for 
20,000 SHARES to Bearer, fully paid-up, at £60 each, 
in the above well-known Company, which distributed 
in fourteen years to its Shareholders the sum of 
£2,074,080, thus returning the entire Capital, together 
with 5} per cent. annual interest, and adding £80,000 
to the e Fund. 

uses and forms of application can be 
obtained from The Consolidated Bank (Limited), 
52, Threadneedle-street, E.C., and Branches, who will 
receive the subscriptions until the 27th of March and 
deliver the Shares ; or to Monsieur Alexandre Blanc, 
58, Old Broad-street, E.C 





N EW ORIENTAL BANK CORPORA- 
TION (LIMITED). 
Capital—Authorised, £2,000,000; Paid-up, £500,000. 
London : 40, Threadneedle-street. 

BRANCHES and AGENCIES—Edinburgh, Bom- 
bay, Calcutta, Madras, Ceylon, Mauritius, Singapore, 
Hong Kong, Shanghai, Yokohama, Kobe, Nagasaki, 
Melbourne, and Sydney. : 

The Bank buys and sells Bills of Exchange, makes 
telegraphic transfers, issues letters of credit and 
circular notes, forwards bills for collection, and 
traneacts banking and agency business generally. 

The rs are receiving applications for 4 per 
cent. Debentures in sums of £10 and upwards, secured 
upon the Freehold bank premises in the City of 
London and elsewhere. 

Creditors of the old Bank can obtain 8 per cent 
debentures for the balance of their claims. 





UARDIAN FIRE and LIFE OFFICE. 
Head Office—11, Lombard-street, London, E.C. 
Law Courts Branch—21, Fleet-street, E.C 
Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, Two Millions. 
DIRECTORS : 
HHAIRMAN—ALBAN G. H. Gripps, Esq. 
DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN—BEAUMONT W. LUBBOCK, Esq. 
Rowland Nevitt Bennett, | George Lake, Esq. 


Esq. Rt. on. G. J. Shaw- 
Heary Bonham - Carter, 


Lefevre. 

=? John B., Martin, Esq. 
Charlies F. Devas, Esq. 8. Hope Morley, Esq. 
James Goodson, Esq. Henry John Norman,Esq. 
John J. Hamilton, Esq. David Powell, Esq. 
Thomson Hankey, Esq. Augustus Prevost, Esq. 
Richard M. Harvey, Esq.| John G. Talbot, Esq., 
Rt. Hon. J. G. Hubbard,| M.P 


gm 
John Hunter, Esq. 
MANAGER OF FIRE DEPARTMENT—F. J. Marsden. 
ACTUARY AND SECRETARY—T. G. C. Browne. 
Share Capital at present paid up and in- 


Henry Vigne, Esq. 





SR cnisdopuedrtccses edgduiaeardon posal £1,000,000 
Total Funds upwards Of ......scsseesseeees. 3,900,000 
Total Annual Inccme over ........-.000++s<: 758,000 


N.B.—Fire Policies which expire at LADY DAY 
should be renewed at the Head Office, or with the 
Agents, on or before the 9th day of APRIL. 





The Attention of Members of the Legal Profession 
is drawn to the New Prospectus of the 


COIDENT INSURANCE COMPANY 
(Limited), 10, St. Swithin’s-lane, London, E.C. 
General Accidents. Personal Injuries. 
allway Accidents. 4 [a oe. 4 
‘orms of Proposal and eve ormation forwarde 
post-free. C. HARDING, Manager. 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE Br MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c, 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTER? 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
’ ESTABLISHED 1689, 


#4, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY 


Established 1836, 
Uowpow: 1, Moorgate-street, E.C. ABERDEEN: 1, 


Union-terrace. 
INCOME & FUNDS (1884) :— 
Fire Premiums ... eos eos oe £5 
Life Premiums .., ooo ove ee 184,000 


Interest... ove eee oe es 128,000 
Accumulated Funds ee ee +» £2,993,000 
i EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE. 

RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
: other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans 
or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE RE.- 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 10, 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Established 
1835. Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be 


capitalized, 
F. 8. CLAYTON, Joint 
Cc, H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries 


EUROPE, ATi wintt W. AFRICAS 
ASIA, of Onion AMERIC 
wo Won A gy ~~ 
LIFE & MABINE. La 


Capital fully subscribed . £2,500,000 @ 

Total Invested Funds, upwards of £2,000,000 %$ wh 

Total net annual Income exceeds £1,200,000 co) 
Carer Orrices: 19 anp 20, Cornuint, Lonpoy, E-C 














ESTABLISHED 1851. 
IRKBECK BAN K.— 
Routhempten-taiidiogs, Chancery-lane. 

THREE per CENT. INTEREST allowed on 
DEPOSITS, reperanie on demand. 

TWO n-3 VT. INTEREST on CURRENT 
ACCOUNTS celculated on the minimum monthly 
balances, when not drawn below £100. 

The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
Charge, the Custody of Deeds, Writings, and other 
Securities and Valuables; the collection of Bills or 
Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons; and the purchase 
and sale of Stocks, Shares, and Annuities. Letters of 
Credit and Circular Notes issued. 

The BIRKBECK ALMANAOK, with full particu- 
lars, post-free, on application. 

FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT Manager. 


OME for the TREATMENT and CURE 
of INEBRIATES, High Shot House, Twicken- 
ham.—The sole establishment in Middlesex licensed 
under the Act. Charmingly secluded. Gentlemen 
only. Limited number taken. Billiard room, library, 
lawn tennis court, bowls, &c. The whole staff pledged 
abstainers. Terms—2} to 5 guineas weekly.—Particu- 
lars from the Medical Saperintendent, H. BRANTH- 
walIrTE, F.R.C.S. Ed.; and reference is permitted to 
Messrs. MUNTON & Morkzis, Solicitors, 954, Queen 
Victoria -street, London. 


NTEMPERANCE.—Tower House Retreat, 
Westgate-on-Sea, Kent, licensed under the Habi- 
tual Drunkards’ Act, i879.—The only establishment in 
the United Kingdom specially erected for Reception 
and Treatment of Ladies and Gentlemen desirous of 
overcoming habits of Intemperance. The house 
stands in its own grounds of nearly three acres, and is 
replete with every convenience, containing a large 
billiard room, spacious drawing rooms, smokin 
rooms, bath rooms, &c. Patients can be receive 
under the H. D. Act or privately. Terms: from Two 
to Five Guineas per week.— For prospectus and 
further particulars address J. H. BRown, Principal. 
peegrepete address, Brown, Westgate-on-Sea. Visit- 
re, ALFRED 8. STREET, M.A., M.D., B.S. 
ntab. 


ONDON.—SHIRLEY’S TEMPERANCE 
HOTEL, 37, Queen’s-square, Bloomsbury, W.C 
—Beds, is. 6d. to 2s. 6d.; plain breakfast or tea, 1s. 3d 
This old-established House is most centrally situated 
about midway between the City and West-end, near 
to the chief railway-stations and p of amuse- 
ment, within five minutes’ walk of great thorough- 
fares and lines of omnibuses, and, being in a square, 
is very ge and open. The house is most home-like, 
and highly-satisfactory testimonials may be had on 














application. 





































UNTEARABLE LETT 
COPYING BOOKS. 


HOWARD’S PATENT. 

Stronger and more durable than any ot} 
Letter Copying Books now made. 
THE COPYING BOOK FOR THE PROFESSI0. 
PRICE LIsT UPON APPLICATION. 


WODDERSPOON & CO, 
7, SERLE STREET, anp 1, PORTUGAL STREER 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.C. 


THE CALIGRAPH, " 


THE FASTEST, LIGHTEST, AND MOS 
DURABLE WRITING MACHINE, 
IS RAPIDLY DISPLACING THE PEN. 


Because, by its use, more than 50 per cent. in time 
and labour is saved, and it turns off work that is 
caaty and rapidly read as printing. To Solicitors 
for Court work the ** Caligraph”’ is invaluable, for, 
addition to advantages named above, a number 
exgsct duplicates of any instrument may be made 
one writing. “Copy” for the printer ought to be 
written on the “Caligraph,” for it will always be set. 
up correctly, and much more rapidly. 

It is easily operated, and does not get out of order, 

Special Wide Carriage Machine, which takes ing 
sheet of paper 114in. wide, and writes a line 9}in. long, 


Sole Agent for the United Kingdom— 


TT. DAVISON: 
18, QUEEN VICTORIA STREET, LONDON, EG, 











(['TEE-WEITING WANTED by an experi 
enced Hand, by_the folio, or would work af 
office by the week. Understands accounts. 
correspondent.—Apply, by letter, to D. 8S. L., % 
Store-street, Bedford-square, W.C. 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEE? 


STREET. . 
ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent 
A begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 
to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 
thirty years, in the special insertion of all pro forms 
notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued support.= 
N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the 
strictest care and promptitude assured. Official stamped 
forms for advertisement and file of ‘* London Gazette” 
kext Bvapvointment. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER. 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON E.C, 








Law Copying and Gugrossing. 
Deeds and Writings engrossed and copied on the Premises 
with punctuality and dispatch, at the lowest scale of 
charges. A good Discount allowed on agreed accounts 
LAW PRINTING. 


STATEMENTS OF CLAIM AND DEFENCE, AF 

DAVITS, and other PLEADING, Printed at 1s. per folio. 

DEEDS, CONVEYANCES, MORTGAGES, &c., 
in form for Registration. 

Discount allowed for cash on agreed accounts. 


LITHOGRAPHY. 


ABSTRACTS, BRIEFS, PETITIONS, DRAFTS 
MINUTES OF EVIDENCE, Lithographed 


at reduced prices. 
PLANS OF ESTATES, SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD 


ING SOCIETIES’ DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithographed 
with accuracy and dispatch. 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 


Samples and Catalogues sent post-free. 


INTEMPERANCE. 
COLMAN HILL HOUSE RETREAT, 


HALESOWEN, WORCESTERSHIRE. 


— 








Licensed under the Act of 1879, for Ladies only. 
Terms from £2 2s. per week. 





Apply to the Froprictor, Townsend House, 
BROWSED. 





















